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DEDICATED TO

DR. RONALD FEDERICO

The Association of Baccalaurcate Social Work Pro-
gram Directors is pleased to dedicate this history of the
organization to Dr. Ronald Federico. Ron Federico’s
name is almost synonymous with undergraduate social
work education. As Project Associate with the Under-
graduate Curriculum Development Project and co-au-
thor of Educating the Baccalaureate Social Worker,
Dr. Federico’s contributions to social work education
are recognized by collcagues across the country. The
report of the West Virginia project helped many of us
in social work education refine our thinking about the
knowtedge, skills and values needed for entry fevel prac-
tice. It also helped us think more clearly about the con-
cept of competency-based social work education. The
Baer-Federico document continues to shape baccalau-
reate social work education in ways perhaps never imag-
ined by the authors.

Of course, Dr. Federico’s contributions are not
limited to this volume, notwithstanding its enormous
influentce on our field. His textbook on human behav-
ior has been used by numerous social work programs
attempting to communicate to students the richness of
human behavior in the social environment. It also
cleatly linked this curriculum area to the liberal arts,
helping social work students understand this important
connection.

His introductory social work text, The Soclal Wel-
fare Institution, has been very successful, providing
prospective social work majors a snapshot of what it
means to be a social worker. Hisbook provided concrete
information and did not delude the novice into think-
ing social work equalled clinical practice. Instead, he
presented a thoughtful, well-rescarched guide to under-
standing the American social welfare system.

His Jatest text, Social Welfare in Today’s

World, provides students with contrasting views of so-
cial' welfare in four countries, the United States, Poland,
Mexico, and Sweden. This text is the first I'm aware of
that truly helps internationalize social work content at
the introductory level, It again reinforces the perspec-
tive that Ron Federico has been on the cutting edge in
social work education.

In addition to his many articles and books in 50-
cial work, Dr. Federico has contributed to the discipline
of sociology. Trained as both a social worker and soci-
ologist, his introductory sociology text reflects his com-
fortin both fields. This ability to draw upon the wisdom
of an academic discipline and a practice profession may
explain why his writing is so lucid, articulate, and well-
respected by his peers. Clearly, Dr. Federico was an out-
standing scholar and contributor to the knowledge base
of social work education and sociology.

Many of us know Ron Federico for more than his
writings. His experience as director of three undergradu-
ate social work programs gave him a broad understand-
ing of this level of social work education. He routinely
shared his wisdom with new undergraduate program di-
rectors, and his support for our roles was always excep-
tional. As a founder and carly leader in the BPD organi-
zation, Ron Federico helped countless educators better
understand their roles as teachers and program direc-
tors. He was onc of the few colleagues who would take
time from his own pursuits to acknowledge the contri-
butions of others. His warmth and caring are fegend
among baccalaurcate social work educators. An intellec-
tual mainstay of baccalaurcate education, Ron Federico
has provided inspiring conference papers and sage con-
sultation to developing social work programs. Some of
the finest BSW programs have developed as a result of
his interventions.
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Introduction

Social work education on the undergraduate level
has had a long and fairly contentious history. Its devel-
opment has heen shaped by forces both internal and
external to the field. AsRue Bucher and Anselm Strauss?
have noted, professions are defined not only by outside
pressures, such as public expectations and sccietal
needs, but also by conflict and accommodation be-
tween various groups or segments within the profes-
sion. It has made sense to us to usc this perspective in
analyzing the development of the Association of Bacca-
laureate Program Directors. We have chronicled the
effects of important external factors, including federal
funding of undergraduate education and the growing
demand for generalist social workers in the public so-
cial services. We have also examined the impact of con-
flict and debate within social work, including the ten-
sions between undergraduate educators and the gradu-
ate establishment and between BSW and MSW practi-
tioners, Finally, we have sought to acknowledge the role
of individual personalities in the shaping of the organi-
zation and the broader undergraduate movement.

We felt it important to reconnect today’s bacca-
laureate soclal work educators with earlier efforts to de-
velop and legitimize an entry level of social work prac-
tice based on undergraduate training. We therefore
begin our history with the story of baccalaureate educa-
tion for social workers in the 1940s. As we pursued our
study, we realized that the history of the initiat devel-

opment of BPI> and its connections with the Southern
Association of Baccalaureate Social Workers was unfa-
miliar to many newer members of the group. The first
and second chapters elaborate on this formative period.
Chapters Three, Four, and Six analyze BPD's develop-
ment from a fairly small but determined advocacy
group to a broad-based, multi-faceted organization
which has nevertheless maintained a role as champion
of the undergraduate practitioner. Because of the im-
portance of the annual conference in the development
of group purpose and cohesion, we have inciuded a
detailed examination of the nature of these meetings in
Chapter Five. Throughout this story, we have described
the actions of the many players (both internai and ex-
ternal) which affected the development of the major or-
ganization for the advancement of undergraduate edu-
cation for social work,

We used a number of sources to examine the his-
tory of BPD. These include the organization’s records;
the records of the Council on Social Work Education at
the Social Welfare History Archives, University of Min-
nesota; interviews with a number of social work educa-
tors, amoeng them all of the Chairs of BPD; and the per-
sonal papers of Trueheart Titzl and Mary Ellen Elwell,
It is our hope that the documents and transcribed in-
terviews gathered for this project will now be deposited
in an archive for use by other researchers in the future.

1. Rue Bucher and Anselm Strauss, “Professions in
Process, American Journal of Soclology 66 (Janu-
ary, 1961): 137-158.






Chapter I

The Association of Baccalaureate Program Directors:

Context and Predecessors

“San Antonio - 1992!” heralded Barbara Shank
in the May 1992 issue of Update, newsletter of the As-
sociation of Baccalaureate Social Work Program Direc-
tors (BPD). Shank, Confercnce Chair for the tenth an-
nual meeting of the undergraduate cducators’ group,
outlined a comprehensive program of special sessions,
invited speakers, and some seventy paper presentations
on curricular and administrative issues relevant to un-
dergraduate social work education, With amembership
of over three hundred, including more than half of the
directors of baccalaureate programs in the United States,
BPD could expect a conference attendance of several
hundred people. Participants who had been among the
fifty-three attendees at the group’s first annuat confer-
ence near Louisville, Kentucky, would find the two
events different in size, structure, and style. They would
also note changes in tactics and prioritics between the
fledgling undergraduate organization and the estab-
lished association of 1992. Despite these changes, how-
ever, they would recognize two constants: a stress on
service to members and a commitment to advocacy for
baccalaureate social work education.

These goals played an important part in the
founding of BPD in the mid-1970s. In 1974, at the
regular meeting of the Undergraduate Directors’ Con-
stituency Group during the annual conference of the
Council on Social Work Education {CSWTI), constitu-
ency group chair Trueheart Titzl proposed formation of
an autonomous organization of undergraduate direc-
tors.  With constituents’ approvai, she appointed a
steering committee to design and recommend a perma-
nent structure for a group “through which we can ex-
press our needs and concerns.” One year later, Betty
Baer, chair of the steering committee, wrote to all bac-
calaurcate program directors regarding plans to formal-

izc the group at the upcoming CSWE meeting: “At long
last, it appears that we are together; we are organized
and we can influence the decisions that will be made,
So... onto Chicago!”?

Since its beginnings in 1975, BPD has grown in
size and influence, Through its annual conferences,
initiated in 1983, it has provided a place for the ex-
change of information and discussion of undergradu-
ate educational issues. Its officers and committee struc-
ture have promoted the recognition and enhancement
of baccalaureate social work cducation and practice,
BPID is not the first group to do so, however. The orga-
nization has important precedents in the 1940s and
1960s. Its major forcrunner is the National Association
of Schools of Social Administration (INASSA), founded
In 1942, but it was more directly influenced by the ex-
istence of a regional group, the Southern Association of
Baccalaureate Social Workers, which was active twenty
years later. An understanding of the goals and activi-
ties of these two organizations will enhance our appre-
ciation of the issues feading to formation of BPD in the
1970s.

None of these groups rose out of a vacuum. All
three developed in response to a complex array of forces
both internal and external to the profession: expansion
of public social services on the state and federal tevels,
staffing needs within these services, continued stress on
graduate level training by the organizations accrediting
professional social work education, and lack of recogni-
tion of undergraduate practice on the part of social work
professional associations. As a prelude, then, to our
story of the development, chatlenges, and accomplish-
ments of the Association of Baccalaureate Program Di-
rectors, we will explore the organization’s predecessors
and the context in which BPD was formed and grew.



Undergraduate Social Work Organizes in
the 1940s: The National Association of
Schools of Social Administration

The first social work educational organization, the
American Association of Schools of Social Work
(AASSW), was founded in 1919. Although its initial
membership included undergraduate social work pro-
grams, AASSW soon moved to an exclusive focus on
graduate education.  Edith Abbott, Sophonisba
Breckinridge, and other prominent social work educa-
tors were influential in this change. Concerned with
establishing social work’s status as a profession, they
argued that graduate education was the most widely
accepted prerequisite for that status. By 1932, AASSW
required all new member schools to have at least one
year of coursework on the graduate level; by 1939,
membership was limited to schools with a two-year
graduate program.? The major professional organiza-
tion of the period, the American Association of Social
Workers, supported this stress on graduate training for
practice.

At the same time that AASSW was moving to a
graduate school model of social work education, educa-
tion on the undergraduate level had begun to grow.
The expansion of the public social services during and
after the Great Depression created enormous staffing
needs. As more and more inexperienced and untrained
individuals went to work in state public assistance pro-
grams, undergraduate institutions across the country
saw the potential for 2 more immediate and reievant
education than social work graduate schools were pre-
pared to offer. These institutions, particularly state uni-
versities and land grant colleges, began to develop
courses in public welfare administration and social
work methods. The courses were often lodged in de-
partments of sociology, a discipline frequently at odds
with the social work educational establishment. Public
welfare training fit well with the regional service mis-
sion of many of these schools. The undergraduate
programs were particularly strong in rural areas of the
midwest, far west, and south, regions often unserved by
graduate schools of social work.?

When the new undergraduate programs looked
to AASSW and to graduate school educators for advice
and legitimation, they were often rebuffed. Despite the
fact that the existing graduate schools could not hope
to produce enough Masters-level social workers to staff
the new public service programs, AASSW clung to its
emphasis on graduate education as the way to build
social work’s public image, Typical of the graduate edu-
cators’ response to calls for help were the remarks by
Sophonisba Breckinridge of the University of Chicago
to a professor of rural sociology at a state college in
South Dakota. The sociologist had written for advice
regarding an undergraduate program in rural social
work being developed in his department. Breckinridge
wrote back that rural social work was “no more to be
taught in rural communities than rural medicine of ru-
ral law.” Practice in rural areas demanded broad skills
and knowledge best taught in a graduate school in an
urban setting. Voicing the long-term distrust of sociolo-
gists on the part of faculty at the University of Chicago
School of Social Service Administration and other social
work schools, she noted:

The sociologist has much to give in the general
effort at social reform, but the disastrous effects
of having schools of social work developed dur-
ing the World War as subdivisions of depart-
ments of sociology has never been overcome, and
the [AASSW] is only now emerging into a state
of professional competence.... In order to be ad-
mitted to the Association now a school must be
an independent, separate entity.*

In part because of the refusal of AASSW to re-
spond to the needs of undergraduate programs and in-
clude them in its membership, the new programs
moved to an educational organization of their own. At
the annual meeting of the Southwestern Social Science
Association in 1942, a number of undergraduate pro-
grams joined forces to found the National Association
of Schools of Social Administration. The charter mem-
bers included social work programs in and grant col-
leges, private schools, and state universities. While



southern and southwestern institutions formed the
nucleus, the association included schools from all over
the United States. Faculty in these programs included
both sociologists and social workers. Convinced that
graduate schools of social work could never meet the
demand for qualified workers in the public social ser-
vices, NASSA leaders were committed to bringing prac-
tical and basic social work training within the reach of
workers in all parts of the country.®

During its eleven years of existence, NASSA, like
BPD, sought to gain recognition for undergraduate edu-
cation as a legitimate path to social work employment.
The group stressed social work’s commitment to public
service and saw AASSW policies as undermining that
commitment. The NASSA was supported by a number
of state welfare departments and by the national accred-
iting committee of state universities and land grant col-
leges. A year after its formation, the organization was
recognized as the official accrediting body for under-
graduate social work programs.®

Alarmed by the growth of a rival accrediting or-
ganization, AASSW used a variety of tactics to maintain
its control over social work education and to promote
its version of professional standards. One of the most
successful was the development of a “preprofessional
social work education consulting service,” which of-
fered advice to institutions contemplating undergradu-
ate training. The Association also wooed NASSA mem-
ber schools, particularly state universities, into its ranks
by recognizing a one year M.A. in social work. Through
these activities, AASSW advocated a limited role for
undergraduate education as a broad-based preparation
for the graduate degree. The graduate association re-
ceived crucial support for this model from leaders in the
fedcral social welfare establishment.”

While AASSW pursued its efforts to defeat the un-
dergraduate movement, a series of joint committees at-
tempted to cope with the schism in social work educa-
tion. The larger and more established graduate associa-
tion was better able to influence the committce process
and control its outcomes. Both organizations agreed to
pursue two major committee suggestions: the authori-
zation of a comprehensive study of social work educa-

tion and the creation of a new educational association
which would absorb the two existing groups. The
AASSW gained the upper hand in both endeavors. The
1951 Hollis and Taylor report reaffirmed graduate edu-
cation as the only professional level in social work train-
ing.® The Council on Social Work Education, formed in
1952, had a broad membership structure, yet under-
graduate interests were underrepresented. The most
telling blow was the limiting of undergraduate represen-
tatives to those from programs which defined under-
graduate training as pre-professional. The undergradu-
ate movement was momentarily stymied. As late as
1963, a skit by graduate educators at the annual CSWE
meeting proclaimed “NASSA’s in the Cold, Cold
Ground.” Yet even as that obituary was pronounced,
forces similar to those of the 1930s and 1940s were de-
veloping to bring about a renewed growth in under-
graduate training.

Renewed Pressures for Undergraduate
Training and Practice in the 1960s

For a number of years after the founding of CSWE,
undergraduate social work education took a back seat
to graduate school interests. The massive curriculum
study edited by Werner Boehm and published in 1959
raised but did not resolve the issue of the proper role of
undergradﬁate education and practice within the pro-
fession.’® Undergraduate programs received a measure
of recognition through their constituent membership
in CSWE, but exerted little influence over Council
policy. That poelicy saw social work education at the
baccalaureate level as grounded in a liberal arts rather
than a vocational training perspective. Field work and
practice courses had no place in the undergraduate cur-
riculum,

Asin the 1930s and 1940s, however, events exter-
nal to the profession prompted a reassessment of the
graduate school emphasis. In the 1960s, outside pres-
sures were more diverse and powerful. They emanated
not only from institutions of higher education and state
welfare agencies, but also from regional education
boards, state civil service departments, and the federal



social welfare bureaucracy. The new pressures stemmed
largely from the rediscovery of poverty during the
Kennedy and Johnson administrations, and the con-
comitant growth in the public social services.

As part of their contribution to federal govern-
ment attempts to deal with poverty and other social
problems, social workers designed and helped pass the
1962 Social Security Amendments. The amendments
promoted the provision of skilled services, such as coun-
seling, foster home placement, and referral work, to
familiesin the public assistance program. Such scrvices
were to be provided by professionally trained workers,
yet at that time few such workers existed in the public
arcna, Thus the expansion in public welfare programs
and the new focus on professional services highlighted
the need for additional social service manpower, The
extent of that need was forcefully expressed in a 1965
Department of Flealth, Education, and Welfare (HEW)
publication: Closing the Gap in Social Work Man-
power. Thereport proiected openings for thousands of
new workers, including 100,000 new MSWs, 1t aiso pro-
moted the differential use of staff, including those with
haccalaurcate degrees, and stressed the development of
cducational and training programs at the paraprofes-
sional, bachclor’s, and master’s levels. It emphasized
the “critical need for the advancement of undergradu-
ate education in social welfare both for direct entry of
graduates into practice and as preparation for graduate
cducation.” Tederal suppoert should be made available
for this advancement of undergraduate training. Ti-
nally, the report called for professional recognition of
the undergraduate tevel of social work, both through
cligibitity for membership in professional associations
and through access to state licensing. '

Theidea of differential use of social service person-
nel was not entirely new to CSWI, which along with
the National Association of Social Workers (NASW) and
an HEW Advisory Committee of graduate school deans
had provided input to the federal report. Developments
in public welfare were beginning to bring the Council’s
attention to the role of undergraduate social work pro-
grams, 10 1960, the CSWE Board of Directors made the
decision that the Council should be responsible for all

levels of social work education. A year later, CSWE es-
tablished an Advisory Committce on Undergraduate
Education, which included both graduate and under-
graduate educators, The committee was charged with
encouraging the “sound development of undergraduate
social welfare programs,” identifying curriculum objec-
tives and content for these programs, and “studying the
relationship of this education to professional education
for social work.” As the differentiation between under-
graduate social work education and professional educa-
tion suggests, however, there remained a good deal of
ambivalence within the Council as to the Jegitimacy of
baccalaureate social work practice. An agreement to
sanction cducation for that practice would come only
as a result of continued cxternal pressures.’

One source of pressure was the renewed growth of
undergraduate programs. The recommendations of the
HEW report helped provide a major impetus for such
growth — federal funding for both graduate and under-
graduate social work education. In 1967, Congress
amended Title VIi of the Social Security Act to add Sec-
tion 707, which appropriated five million doliars for the
deveiopment, cxpansion, and improvement of gradu-
ate and undergraduate social work training. The appro-
priation was to be divided equally between the two lev-
els. Grants could be awarded to colleges and universi-
ties as well as to schools of social work, While some
federal money had previously been made available for
social work education, this was the first time that funds
had been carmarked specifically for undergraduate
preparation. In addition, previous funding had sup-
perted training in specific areas such as mental health
or child welfare. In contrast, the purpose of the 707
appropriation was to strengthen generic education for
the broad range of public welfare services, an cducation
particularly appropriate to the undergraduate level.?

More speciatized funding was made availabic to
undergraduate social work programs in the late 1960s
by the Naticonal Institute of Mental Health (INIMI), The
institute was interested in social work staffing issucs be-
cause of the importance of social work personnel in de-
livering mental health services; this interest led to the
provision of three grants to demonstrate uses for under-



graduatce social work education. One grant was awarded
to a South Dakota consortium of two small schools to
show how undergraduate social work education could
be provided in small private liberal arts colleges. A scc-
ond grant was provided to San Diego State University,
while a third, at the University of Wisconsin, Madison,
was an attempt to develop a five-year MSW degree, con-
sisting of three years of liberal arts preparation, followed
by two years of MSW education.'

While we have referred to developments on the
federal level as forces external to the social work profes-
sion, it is important to recognize that both the initia-
tion and implementation of policies such as the 707
funding were greatly influenced by the presence of so-
clal work experts within the federal government,
Milton Wittman, Chicf of the Social Work Section,
Training and Manpower Resources Branch, NIMH,
chaired the task force which produced the HEW man-
power report.  Individuals like Corinne Wolfe and
Eulene Hawkins in the Division of Technical Training
of the Burcau of Family Services (HEW) were also well
placed to utilize the recommended federal funding for
the advancement of social work education. These and
other key insiders were able, for example, to interpret
the regulations of Section 707 to promote the formation
and strengthening of undergraduate programs in his-
torically black colleges and universitics. They also used
the grants to support training opportunities for Native
Americans and Hispanic Americans. Under the 707
provisions, newer graduate programs were helped to
grow, and a good number of undergraduate programs
were either initiated or expanded. The impact of fed-
cral funding was felt particularly in the south and the
west.

Funding from the 707 program and other federal
sources was especially helpful in the development of
regional educational boards such as the Western Inter-
state Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) and
the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB). Fach
organization cncouraged the expansion of social work
education in its region, through consultation to
schools, faculty development workshops, and other
projects. While both were active in the graduate and

undcrgraduate arenas, SREB was particularly successful
inits promotion of baccalaureate social work education.
In 1967, SREB received funding from HEW for a
three year program designed to meet critical shortages
of trained social workers by assisting colleges in the
southern states to develop four-year training programs
in social welfare. The project was directed by Harold
McPhecters. It developed a cadre of social work consult-
ants and helped to foster a growing identity among
undergraduate social workers. Consultants, who were
themselves undergraduate educators or program direc-
tors, conducted curriculum workshops and visited un-
dergraduate programs to help them plan curricula. In
this and other projects, SREB encouraged discussion of
a generalist approach and of ways to teach this model,
SREB contributed to the conceptualization of gencralist
practice through two important publications: Robert J.
Teare and Harold L. McPhecters, Manpower Utilization
in Social Welfare (1970) and McPheeters and Robert
M. Ryan, A Core of Competence for Baccalaureate
Soctal Welfare (1971).1%
Through the consultation service and the focus on
a generalist model, the board made a major contribu-
tion to the development of undergraduate social work.
Millie Charles, then the director of the undergraduate
social work program at Southern University in New
Orleans, was a consultant to programs in Texas, Accord-
ing to Charles, SREB played a vital role in the advance-
ment of baccalaurcate education, at a time when CSWE
was just beginning to pay attention to undergraduate
expansion, 1
The activities of WICHE and SREB in promoting
social work education led to tensions with CSWE. The
Council was sensitive to possible threats to its authority
to set standards in social work education, and began to
be concerned about the impact of WICHE and SREB
activities on the growth of undergraduate training.
CSWE had initially provided a staff person as a consult-
ant to SREB and had participated in planning meetings
with WICHE personnel.  However, such attempts at
consultative relationships between the regional organi-
zations and CSWE began to falter when the Council saw
these groups as attempting to shape the social work



curriculum. The Executive Director of CSWE wrote to
one southern school’s dean, “It is important to have the
Council involved in any regional activity related to
undergraduate soclal work. We don’t want indepen-
dent activity in the geographic area [of the south].” He
told another “As you know ... I share your concern
about the danger to the quality of social work education
on the graduate and undergraduate level, as a result of
growing efforts at expansion and increasing concern
about an adequate quantity of personnel.” The Coun-
cil was probably particularly threatened by the fact that
McPheeters was a strong proponent of human services
education, which the Council regarded as undercutting
education in social work.”

In addition to the efforts of SREB and WICHE, and
the support offered by federal funding, state civil service
boards helped boost the image of undergraduate social
work. States provided the bulk of the new jobs in the
expanding public sodial services. By the late 1960s, a
number of state civil service boards were beginning to
recognize BA graduates from social welfare programs
and to set differentiated salaries for them. Finally, both
existing undergraduate programs and educational insti-
tutions which sought to develop such programs were
increasingly turning to the Council for advice. Soon
requests came from employers as well. In 1969 a staff
member noted:

Requests to CSWE for help come not only in far
greater numbers but the nature of the requests is
changing, The questions asked are more spe-
cific than before. ‘The source of the requests has
also shifted from individual colleges to groups of
educational institutions and/or practice agen-
cies.... There are increasing requests for CSWE
participation in conferences, workshops, insti-
tutes, and other meetings, 18

CSWE Responds

By the Iate 1960’s, CSWE could no longer afford
to ignore the expansion of undergraduate education,
the requests for help in its growth, and the expectations

of government agencies, manpower expetts, and civil
service boards that such education would equip gradu-
ates for practice, particularly in the public service arena.
The position that baccalaureate education should be
pre-professional education aimed largely at preparing
students for graduate school was no longer tenable.
This placed the Councli in a dilemma. Like the Ameri-
can Aésociation of Schools of Soclal Work before it, the
organization sought to maintain control over alf facets
of social work education. Yet because of external pres-
sures for changes in baccalaureate education, and simi-
lar pressures from within the field, CSWE was forced to
“buy into” the conception of undergraduate education
as preparation for practice. Frequently ambivalent
about this conception, the Councll’s leaders and gradu-
ate school members nevertheless moved within a rela-
tively short period of time to a system of accreditation
for undergraduate programs. In what was probably a
combination of a genuine desire to improve social work
education along with a determination to maintain
dominance and set the standards for that education, the
Coungdil faunched a campaign for “quality control” in
baccalaureate training.

The Council pursued a number of strategles in its
stress on upgrading undergraduate standards. Like
AASSW, it offered a consultation service to developing
programs, funded in part by HEW and NIMH. The con-
sultants used documents such as Soclal Welfare Con-
tent in Undergraduate Education (1967), arevised ver-
sion of an earlier curriculum guide. The revision added
sections on practice courses and field work, areas which
had previously been considered “off limits” to under-
graduate programs. (As late as 19635, skills training for
bachelor’s level social workers was considered best of-
fered in an in-service training program after employ-
ment). The revisions were developed by the Special
Committee on Undergraduate Education, which con-
tinued the work of the Advisory Committee on Under-
graduate Education, consulting with the Board of Direc-
tors on developing undergraduate programs and iden-
tifying curriculum objectives.”

The Councll also sought to upgrade standards
through several revisions of membership requirements



for undergraduate programs. The upgrading was de-
scribed as necessary due to the “current uneven qual-
ity” of undergraduate education in social work, Basic
membership criteria were first developed in 1962, They
were tightened in 1967 and again in 1970. The 1967
guidelines made objectives for undergraduate programs
more explicit and included one on preparing students
“for employment in social welfare in positions not re-
quiring graduate professional social work education”
(emphasis added). The 1970 changes instituted a system
of formal approval of baccalaureate programs and also
declared preparation for practice to be the primary goal
for such programs. This emphasis on education for
practice marked a major shiftin CSWE policy. It was in
keeping with the deliberations of a 1967 NASW/CSWE
Ad Hoc Committee on Social Work Manpower, which
recommended that the “achievement of clarity and
consensus on standards and guidelines for education
and utilization of BA social workers and their status in
the fleld be given high priority.” *

A particularly important impetus to CSWE ap-
proval of baccalaureate programs was the decision of
NASW members in 1969 to recognize the BSW as the
first level of professional practice. Graduates from bac-
calaureate programs meeting CSWE standards could
now hecome full members of the professional associa-
tion. While some have argued that this move stemmed
largely from NASW’s need for increased revenues
through a larger membership base, others point to the
assoclation's awareness of changing work force require-
ments.

‘The 1970 approval system was instituted as a first
step in the development of a formal accreditation pro-
cess for undergraduate programs. The CSWE estab-
lished a Committee on Standards to formulate criteria
for the evaluation of these programs and to implement
the approval process. The committee was chaired by
John Ball, an undergraduate social work educator who
had served as a consultant in the SREB project. The
Committee’s work soon had major effects on baccalau-
reate involvement in CSWE, In 1969, some 300 under-
graduate programs belonged to CSWE; by 1973, as a
result of the approval process, the number of member

undergraduate programs had declined to about 200,
Through the Committee on Standards and other mea-
sures, CSWE was thus able to exert a good measure of
control over the goals and structure of undergraduate
education. Undergraduate educators had only limited
influence over this standard-setting power. They were
not well represented in the several advisory committees
on undergraduate education, and although John Bali
chaired the Committee on Standards, undergraduate
members did not constitute a majority. One under-
graduate committee member pictured this as a conten-
tious committee, with a group representing graduate
education determined to maintain control. Under-
graduate representatives found themselves fighting for
recognition of the principle that standards should be
equitable for the two levels of social work education. 2

As CSWE became more powerful in its gate-keep-
ing role, undergraduate educators began tofeel the need
to organize to promote their own agenda. In doing so,
they echoed the earlier concerns and fervor of the 1940s
National Assoclation of Schools of Soclat Administra-
tion. As with the formation of NASSA, renewed under-
graduate education organizing began with a regional
focus.

The Southern Association
of Baccalaureate Social Workers

The Southern Association was the major forerun-
ner of the Baccalaureate Program Directors organiza-
tion. The group developed out of the activities of SREB,
and thus represented yet another contribution of the
Southern Board to the growth of undergraduate educa-
tion in social work. As part of its program, SREB brought
its undergraduate consultants together for several meet-
ings a year, The formal mectings, and the informal ses-
sions after them, provided a forum for comparing notcs
and concerns. Realizing that they would have to orga-
nize to have a voice in social work educational policy, a
group of about 25 formed itself into the Southern Asso-
clation of Baccalaurcate Social Workers in fall of 1973,
Millie Charles convened the first meeting; Betty Baer of
West Virginia University and Trucheart Titzl of Spalding



College, Louisville, Kentucky were also among the ac-
tive members.

The group met several times a year to discuss un-
dergraduate issues. Like NASSA, the southern associa-
tion had a commitment to education for the public so-
cial services; as Charles notes, “That’s where we saw the
jobs; that’s where we felt we could make a difference.”
Baer recalls the eagerness of other baccalaureate educa-
tors to join the association. One of the organization’s
major goals was to advocate for recognition of under-
graduate education; members carried this out by “call-
ing on people in Washington” and helping to elect nine
of the fifteen baccalaureate directors in the CSWE
Delegate Assembly.?

Although there appears to have been only one
person from the NASSA years who had any connection
with SREB and the Southern Association (Harold Wetzel
of the University of Kentucky), Baer attempted to recap-
ture the earlier heritage by going to the national office
of CSWE to read the records relating to the 1940s group.
Those records indicated a number of commonalities: a
feeling of second-class citizenship, a need to counteract
the power of the graduate school establishment, an en-
thusiasm for building undergraduate education, and a
commitment to the public social services. The organi-
zation lasted only two years, but was able to translate
those goals and concerns into action in a larger arena:
the Association of Baccalaureate Program Directors,
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Chapter Il

The Founding of the Baccalaureate Program

Directors Association

Changes in social service staffing and funding
encouraged the expansion of undergraduate social work
education in the 1960'. Yet undergraduate educators
often did not feel in charge of the enterprise. An educa-
tional association dominated by graduate interests at-
tempted to maintain authority by regulating under-
graduate training. The national professional organiza-
tion had recognized baccalaureate social work as the
entry level for professional practice, but the decision
was a controversial one. Implementation moved
slowly. Federal funding was a great boon to under-
graduate education; however, advocacy was needed
to ensure that one-half of the funds, as stipulated,
were allocated to baccalaurcate programs. Moreover,
continuation of the 707 funding was threatened in
the mid 1970s. These challenges, as well as the op-
portunities created in the 1960s, provided important
incentives for undergraduate educators to organize.

The Context of Organization

The CSWE move toward accreditation aroused
troublesome questions among those involved in under-
graduate training. In 1973, the CSWE governing body,
the House of Delegates, voted to begin accreditation of
undergraduate programs by January, 1974. The appli-
cation procedures would be similar to those for gradu-
ate schools of social work and included a self study re-
port and a site visit. Accreditation requirements were
fairly extensive. Programs had to show a broad curricu-
lum covering four basic ¢ontent areas and providing
300 clock hours of field work experience. They had to
have adequate faculty resources, including faculty with
MSW degrees in the positions of field and program di-
rector. The administrative auspices of the program
should “assure and support [its] integrity.”?

Undergraduate programs no doubt worried about

whether they could meet the new standards. They
seemed even more concerned, however, about the na-
ture of the accreditation process. How would site visi-
tors be chosen? Would they have the experience and
tralning necessary to evaluate social work education on
an undergraduate level? What influence would under-
graduate educators have upon the creation and impie-
mentation of accreditation policies? Graduate school
deans had recently organized an interest group, the
Conference of Deans, through which they hoped to
maintain their influence in CSWE. Perhaps it was time
for undergraduate directots to do likewise.

Other areas for concern related to the role of bac-
calaureate practitioners within the National Association
of Social Workers and the professional organization’s
assessment of undergraduate-fevet practice. Members
of NASW had voted in 1969 to extend membership to
those with a bachelor’s degree, As noted in Chapter I,
various motives have been suggested for this action,
inctuding the need to increase the group’s financial base
by adding new members and the belief that influence
over the public social services would be enhanced by
the addition of a number of workers from those services
in the association. Whatever the reasons for inclusion,
undergraduate practitioners and educators did not see
the organization as particularly supportive of BSWs.,
During the first several years of BSW membership there
was no baccalaureate representation on the NASW
Boatd of Directors and very few undergraduates on as-
sociation committees. NASW publications did little to
acknowledge the presence of undergraduate practitio-
ners in the field or their contributions to the profes-
sion.? Here again was an arena in which advocacy for
baccalaurcate education and practice seemed necessary.

Finally, while federal funding under Section 707
of the Social Security Act had provided an important
impetus for the initiation and expansion of under-
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graduate programs, the appropriation for Section 707
funding was due to cxpire in June of 1974, Extension
of the appropriation was by no means guarantecd. In
this second term of Richard Nixon’s presidency, social
workers were witnessing an increasing stress on ac-
countability as well as cutbacks in social welfare pro-
grams. Undergraduate social work educators began to
realize that a concerted voice was necessary to counter
these changes.?

Creation of a National Organization

The need for a national body to advocate for un-
dergraduate social work was articulated most clearly by
the Southern Association of Baccalaureate Social Work-
ers, which produced much of the leadership of the early
BPD. Realizing the limits of a purely regional organiza-
tion, members of the southern group began network-
ing with other undergraduate educators to establish a
national organization. The best forum for launching
such an organization was the meeting of the Under-
graduate Directors” Constituency Group dyring the an-
nual conference of CSWE. The Censtituency Group
was a formal part of CSWE structure. Scveral such
groups existed, including one for graduate deans and
directors. Constituency groups met to discuss common
issues and to plan action regarding these issues at meet-
ings of the House of Delegates. All directors of under-
graduate programs were cligible to attend the under-
graduate constituency mectings.

Truehceart Titzl chaired the constituency group in
1974, The director of the undergraduate program at
Spalding College in Louisville, Titzl was active in the
southern socjal work association. At the constituency
meeting during the March CSWE conference, she pro-
posed the development of a permanent national orga-
nization of undergraduate program directors. She sug-
gested formation of a steering committee to design and
recommend a structure for such an organization. Work
on this proposal would mean “a new and strengthened
commitment to move together to represent the unique
needs and strengths of undergraduate social work edu-
cation.” Titzl's plan met with strong support. Constitu-

ency group members authorized her to establish an ad
hoc steering committee, Titzl then appointed six mem-
bers to the committee: Betty Baer, Don Feldstein, Mar-
garcet Matson, Will Scott, Tom Neudecker, and Eleanor
Hannon. TFollowing nomination by Millic Charles,
Betty Baer was clected chair. Baer was the coordinator
of the undergraduate program at West Virginia Univer-
sity, had community organizing skills, and had long
been an advocate of undergraduate education. The
constituency group instructed the committee to com-
picte its work within six months and to submit its rec-
ommendations to all program directors, including
those from non-CSWE-approved programs, for a mail
vote.t

Looking back on these events almost 20 years
later, Baer commented “The southern association be-
came BPD.” Certainly, the importance of the roles
played by Titzl, Charles, and Baer - all active in the
southern group - was no coincidence. Two other south-
ern educators scrved on the ad hoc stecring committee:
Scott from North Carolina A&T State University and
Neudecker from Spalding College in Kentucky. Yet
while the southern association was an important cata-
lyst in the formation of a national organization, most
program directors were ready for this step. The steering
committee represented other regions hesides the south;
Matson, for example, came from Pennsylvania State
University and Teldstein from Fairleigh Dickinson Uni-
versity in New Jersey.s

The steering committee went immediately to
work, not only developing goals and structure for a new
organization, but also becoming itself an advocacy
group that responded to a number of issues important
to undergraduate social work education. In the issues it
chose, and the style in which it dealt with them, the
steering committec anticipated the concerns and tactics
of the carly BPD. In fact, the committee often presented
itsclf as representing the undergraduate director con-
stituency, even though formalization of a national
group was still in progress. Under Bacr’s leadership, the
committee did more than devise by-laws and goatls for
anew organization. The group also sought ways to deal
with the federal funding crisis, the perceived neglect of
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BSWs by NASW, and the concern that CSWE review of
undergraduate programs for purposes of accreditation
be carried out fairly and effectively.$

Baer spoke of advocacy for federal funding of un-
dergraduate education in onc of her very first memos as
Chair of the steering committee. The need to push for
continued funding for Section 707 grants and to try to
steer new monies for child welfare training (Section
426) toward undergraduate social work programs had
already becn discussed at the constituency meeting.
Individual social workers had begun to lobby their leg-
istators. Ttwas clear to members of the committee, how-
ever, that more coordinated and sustained efforts were
necessary to influence federal legislators and bureau-
crats. The steering committee had a continuity and
autonomy which made it a likely vehicle for such ef-
forts. In the year of its existence, the committee kept
undergraduate directors informed of events on the fed-
eral level, gathered feedback on the cffects of public
funds on undergraduate social work programs, and re-
layed that feedback to the two undergraduate represen-
tatives serving on a CSWE Committee on National Leg-
istation and Administrative Policy. The committee also
wotked closely with Richard Verville, the CSWT's con-
suitant on legislation and funding, to support the
Council’s lobbying cfforts.”

In addition to its involvement in these political
activities, the committee pursucd an “aggressive articu-
lation” of BSW concerns with NASW and CSWE. Un-
dergraduate educators were not satisfied with NASW's
progress toward promoting the BSW worker. In order
to deal with the problem, the steering committee met
with NASW officials to discuss such matters as lack of
BSW representation on the NASW Board and other
committecs and the organization’s failure to consis-
tently identify the BSW as the entry level of professional
practice. The steering committec presented itself as rep-
resenting an independent group of baccalaureate direc-
tors, some 80 members strong, with concerns refated
not only to education, but also to the recognition and
utilization of the BSW graduate by employers and the
profession. Baer’'s opening statement to the NASW staff
was open and direct:

Program directors are concerned about the lack
of responsiveness and ... aggressive activities
which would stimulate professional involve-
ment [in the NASW] on the part of the BSW
graduate. NASW s the professional associa-
tion. Our purpose here is to express this  gen-
eral concem, as well as ratse specific issues, We
will be reporting the results of this meeting to our
constituency.

The following discussion was a cooperative one, in
which the NASW representatives appeared receptive to
undergraduate concerns. The group’s members left feel-
ing satisfied that the meeting had been productive ®

Relations with CSWT were more difficult and
complex, The steering group was particularly interested
in assuring that undergraduate directors would have a
voice in accreditation policy and its implementation
and that the Council would devote sufficient resources
to the review process. The committee generally worked
through the undergraduate directors serving on the
CSWE Board, suggesting questions they should ask and
supplying them with feedback from the constituency.
Steering committee members also met with CSWE offi-
cials, as they did with NASW, to lobby for recognition
of undergraduate concerns.’

Attempts to achieve influence in CSWE policies
regarding undergraduate programs were hampered,
however, by long-standing tensions between graduate
and undergraduate-level educators. The CSWE inher-
ited from AASSW a commitment to graduate education
as the symbol of professionalism. Although a number
of CSWEI members and staff accepted and even wel-
comed the legitimation of undergraduate education
and practice, many others regarded this move as an
abandonment of professional standards.

Negative feelings often crystallized in the Confer-
ence of Deans, which some undergraduate members felt
was formed in anticipation of potential shifts in power
due to an expansion of the BSW presence in CSWE, The
formalization of the deans’ group outside the Council
structure may have been a strategy for maintaining the
deans’ influence even if undergraduate educators were
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to achieve greater parity within CSWE. The deans’
group appeared to many baccalaureate directors to be
an “old-boys’ network,” characterized by the poker
games which followed deans’ meetings. To maintain
their authority, some of the deans openly fought greater
equity for undergraduate programs. For example, a sub-
committee of the conference recommended that the
CSWE Commission on Accreditation include twelve
graduate deans and only four undergraduate directors.
This obvious inequity was overruled both by the Deans’
Conference as a whole and by CSWE leadership, yet am-
bivalence and even hostility toward the undergraduate
movement continued to characterize the thinking of
many in the graduate school establishment. As a result,
baccalaurcate directors were often wary of the deans
and concerned about their agenda regarding under-
graduate education. Differences in opinion as to how
to deal with the deans have periodically emerged from
the early years of baccalaureate organization to the
present day.'°

While motivated by a strong desire to counter
neglect and criticism of undergraduate education, steer-
ing committee members struck, on the whole, a firm
but moderate tone. In their attempts to lobby for rec-
ognition and support of baccalaureate social work both
within and outside the profession, they agreed that:

one of the broad aims of the [emerging under-
graduate association] should be to keep open, to
reach out, and to generally undertake activities
which would focus on services to people, rather
than on an exclusive focus on the more narrow,
vested interests of social work education.

When, for example, NASW officials spoke of a need to
recruit undergraduate students as members, the steering
committee countered that while student membership
was important, their major concern was for the BSW
graduate practicing as a professional social worker, Baer
and other undergraduate educators were concerned
that the new group not become like the deans, whom
they perceived as fractious and often concerned with
narrow self-interests. The steering committee sought to

state its concerns clearly but to work cooperatively with
other organizations in solving problems, In its stress on
strong but reasonable advocacy efforts and on pursuing
the mission of building competent practitioners, the
steering committee established an important model for
the new association to follow,!

In preparation for the organizing meeting at the
next CSWE gathering in Chicago in 1975, the steering
committee drafted by-laws and collected monetary con-
tributions from prospective members of the new asso-
ciation (over a hundred contributed during the plan-
ning ycar). Bacr sent regular memos to all undergradu-
ate directors, reporting on activities of the steering com-
mittee, raising issues related to undergraduate educa-
tion, and asking for feedback. While the directors ap-
pear to have been generally in accord regarding the
group’s external relationships, two internal concerns
surfaced during the organizing period. Both related to
the question of how inclusive membership should be,
The first issue was whether non-accredited programs
should be allowed to join as voting members, the sec-
ond whether the association should include programs
located in graduate schools of sociat work. There was a
suspicion that these schools were under the control of
graduate deans, and that their representatives might
thus be compromised. (Baer was the only member of
the steering committee from a joint program), Despite
this concern, the final draft of the By-Laws gave full
membership to directors of accredited programs, no
matter what their institutional structure. The By-Laws
thus limited voting membership to accredited pro-
grams, but gave associate membership status to direc-
tors of programs seeking accreditation and affiliate sta-
tus to those from other social work programs.12

The hard work of the steering committee and
other interested undergraduate educators culminated in
the formal organization of the Association of Baccalau-
reate Program Directors at the CSWE meeting in Chi-
cago in March, 1975, Several mectings of the under-
graduate constituency group were held to discuss a va-
riety of matters pertinent to undergraduate social work
education, including the formation of a new associa-
tion. In addition to these formal mectings, steering



committee members and other undergraduate educa-
tors conducted several strategy sessions on advocacy for
undergraduate education, using the employces’ kitchen
of the Palmer House, the conference hotel. This locale
was discovered by Millie Charles, when the group
sought a late night mecting place and an employee sug-
gested their kitchen as the one place in the hotel that
was still open.!?

Both informal networking and the formal meet-
ings were a success. As Baer wrote to BPD members af-
ter the conference, “Those of you who were in Chicago
know that it was a challenging time for us. For the first
time, baccalaurcate educators were a presence to be
noted.” That presence was enhanced by the fact that
Trueheart Titzl served as Program Chair of that year’s
CSWE mecting, the first undergraduate director ever to
be asked to do so. Over 100 people attended the under-
graduate constituency session, where they discussed
various recommendations coming before the House of
Delegates. The next day, the directors met again and
approved the organization of the Association of Bacca-
laurcate Program Directors. In a third meeting, they
voted to accept the By-Laws, with minor revisions {(see
Appendix I). A slate of officers, prepared ahecad by a
nominating committee, was approved for a mail vote.
These officers would serve for one year.™

The structure established by the By-Laws was a
democratic one; at yearly meetings the membership
would approve programs and activities. During the
year, the Chair would work closely with the Executive
Committee to identify organizational priorities and to
implement programs. The purpose of the new associa-
tion, according to the By-Laws, was:

to provide a mechanism for baccalaureate pro-
gram directors to address themselves to issues of
concern to baccalaureate social work programs
toward the overall goal of preparation for profes-
sional social work practice at the Bachelor’s
level,

The group also committed itself to seeking “to maintain
effective working relationships” with CSWE and other

organizations and groups.”*

The plan of addressing undergraduate issues and
working with other groups was operationalized at the
CSWE meeting even as BPD was being formed. In a con-
tinuation of the steering committee's approach, under-
graduate directors discussed CSWE proposals to the
House of Delegates with an cye to their effect on BSW
education and practice. They presented their reactions
and suggestions firmly at the delegates’ meeting, yet en-
deavored to be supportive of the Council by approving
araisc in CSWE dues. Individual members also lobbied
graduate deans about particular issues. Overall, the
group’s strategy was to make its points but to show it-
self as a responsible member of the educational commu-
nity. As the minutes of the undergraduate meetings
noted regarding the decision to support the CSWE dues
increase, “as we want cqual voice, we must also be will-
ing to assume equal responsibility, "

Twointerrelated issues were of great interest to un-
dergraduate educators: the recommendations of the
CSWE Task Force on Structure and Quality in Social
Work Education regarding an educational continuum
and the idea of Advanced Standing for BSW graduates
in MSW programs. The Task Force was formed two
years carlier to examine the structural arrangements of
social work education at all levels (AA, BA, MSW, and
Ph.D/DSW) and the relationships among those levels.
The group's recommendations, discussed at the 1975
meeting of CSWE, Included the idea that the BSW, as
the first professiona! degree, should present a required
core content which would serve as the base for all fur-
ther education in social work. The BSW, or its equiva-
lent in core content, should be a prerequisite for gradu-
ate study, which would concentrate on specialized edu-
cation for practice. This, then, constituted the now-fa-
miliar division between the undergraduate generalist
and the MSW specialist, except for one wrinkle: the first
advanced professional degree was to be the doctorate
rather than the MSW., The latter recomrmendation was
contested by a minority report, which spoke for main-
taining the MSW. But even thus moderated, the report
created a stir among graduate deans, some of whom
contended that the committee had been stacked in
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favor of undergraduate education. (In fact, although
Herbert Bisno, the committee’s chair, was a proponent
of the BSW, undergraduate educators on the commit-
tee were a small minority).'

The new BPD voted at the CSWE meeting to sup-
port the idea that the BSW should offer a basic core of
social work knowledge, with graduate programs provid-
ing specialized education built on that core. The asso-
ciation remained quiet on the issue of by-passing the
MSW to create a practice doctorate. Graduate objec-
tions to the report’s reccommendations werce so intense,
however, that the CSWL Board recommended a delay
in the vote until the following year. The Board pre-
sented its position to the House of Delegates; after de-
liberating as a group, the undergraduate association
decided to abstain from voting on the Board’s sugges-
tion. Kay Dea, from the University of Utah, presented
the BPD position to the House of Delegates: since the
issue had become so divisive, undergraduate educators
had elected not to vote. TFifty-seven delegates voted in
favor of the delay, while 34 abstained. This was the first
time that undergraduate directors had spoken with
such a unified voice, and while they did not prevent the
postponement of action on recommendations favor-
able to baccalaurcate education, they had established
themseclves as a group to be contended with,*®

In addition to formal actions in the House of Del-
cgates, the new organization flexed its muscles in lob-
bying with individual deans. Such lebbying was a con-
tinuation of the activities of the southern social work-
ers group and of the Ad Hoc Steering Committee. BPD
members spoke with individual deans not only about
the Task Force recommendations, but also about profes-
sional recognition of BSW social workers and the impor-
tance of Advanced Standing programs. The idea of a
shortened MSW program for students completing an
undergraduate social work degree had been discussed
within the Council as early as the late 1960's, when the
move toward approval of BSW programs was being
planned. By 1975, a number of graduate schools were
granting such status. Yet Advanced Standing was still
criticized by many deans, and although lobbying by
BPD members may have caused positive changes in at-

titude on the part of some, it served to strengthen resis-
tance to undergraduate education on the part of oth-
ers,t?

Nevertheless, undergraduate directors left the
CSWIL meeting confident that BPD could make a differ-
ence in educational and practice policies. In the three
month transitional period between the meeting and the
installation of new officers, the steering committee
guided the structuring and activities of the new group.
In the founding meeting, participants had agreed to the
By-Laws stipulation of $50 annual dues for full mem-
bership and lesser amounts for associates and affiliates.
Although the amount represented a hardship, most
members agreed with Will Scott that “If we're going to
be there {(in Washington representing undergraduate
concerns with funding agencies ... or pushing the
NASW ... or in N.Y...) then we must be willing to pay.”
By April, about 100 people, representing both accred-
ited and unaccredited programs, had joined the new or-
ganization (see Appendix II for a listing of these charter
members). Support for the idea of a national under-
graduate organization, already indicated in letters to
Baer before the Chicago meeting, was underscored by
numerous notes of congratulation that now came to
Baer and other committee members,?

With the approval of the membership, the com-
mittee continued its advocacy role, setting an “action”
agenda for the new group which outlined familiar areas
of involvement: “aggressive activity with the NASW,”
articulation of BSW concerns with CSWE constituent
groups, and lobbying of legislators and federal agencies
to support funding for social work education, Baer pur-
sued a delicate balance in relations with CSWE, She
kept in close touch with Executive Director Richard
Lodge and used descriptions of the anti-Council senti-
ments of some of the BPD members to push for greater
flexibility and responsiveness on the part of CSWE. By
picturing herself and other committee members as pro-
moting positive relations with the Council, Baer won an
important measure of support from CSWE staff.2!

In April, BPD members voted for officers from a
double slate established by the nominating committec,
Trueheart Titzl and Brad Sheafor (Colorado State Uni-



versity) ran for Chairperson; Titzl was elected. La
Moyne Matthews (Morgan State University, Baltimorc)
was chosen Vice Chairperson and Baer the Secretary-
Treasurer. Members at large were Millie Charles, Don
Feldstein, Margaret Matson, Carrie McCray (Talledaga
College, Alabama), Will Scott (North Carolina A & T),
and John Ball (East Carolina University). Several peopie,
including Bacr, were concerned about the southern
slant to this first group of officers and recommended
greater diversity in the next slate. The three-member
Nominating Committee, however, had a broader geo-
graphic representation.?

The new organization had developed from a dedi-
cated core of undergraduate program directors, but it

also had broad backing within the undergraduate con-
stituency. The charter members of the new group had
many goals in common: the improvement of refation-
ships between undergraduate educators and both
CSWE and NASW, including a greater voice in policy-
making in cach organization; increased recognition of
the BSW practitioner’s contribution to the profession;
the enhancement of training for the public social secr-
vices; and the expansion, or at lcast maintenance, of
federal funding for undergraduate social work educa-
tion. All of these goals would be pursued as BPD devel-
oped into a significant voice for undergraduate social
work.
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Chapter lil.

BPD: The Early Years

‘The new officers of the Association of Baccalaure-
ate Program Directors began their work in July, 1975.
The transition from steering committee to permanent
organization was helped by the fact that many of the
same people were in leadership positions. In the two
years of Trucheart Titzl’s presidency (she was re-elected
for a second term in 1976), BPD pursued an agenda
quite simitar to that of the ad hoc group. Officers and
members advocated for recognition of undergraduate
education and practice in CSWE, NASW, and the Con-
ference of Deans. They continued to lobby for federal
funding of soclal work education. One new featurc was
the development of workshops (administrative and cur-
ricular) for undergraduate educators. In these activities,
the new officers followed an approach like that of the
steering committee before them; they sought to work
cooperatively with other groups, but took every oppor-
tunity to press for the advancement of the undergradu-
ate causc.

The new organization maintained close contact
with the CSWE leadership and supported the Council’s
goals where possible. The Executive Committec invited
the Council’s Executive Director, Richard Lodge, to
board meetings to describe CSWE activities and to dis-
cuss joint concerns. The committee supported another
CSWE dues increase in 1976. It responded cautiously
but affirmatively to CSWE President James Dumpson's
request to discuss the feasibility of merging the deans
and undergraduate constituency groups into one body
within the Council (a proposal which was never carried
out, but which prompted more direct interaction be-
tween the Deans’ Conference and BPD). The under-
graduate group also maintained its support for the so-
cial work educational continuum recommended by the
Task Force on Structure and Quality. The group agreed
with the Task Force’s stress on improving the quality of
social work education, even though raising standards

“could pose serious difficulties” for some undergradu-
ate programs. In its embracing of higher standards, BPD
placed itsclf within the mainstream tradition of social
work educational leadership, which beginning in the
days of AASSW had linked “high standards” with rec
ognition of professional status.!

Although the official records suggest a fairly coop-
erative relationship between BPD and CSWE, Titzi re-
calls that tensions continued to exist. One arca in
which these strains were evident was that of appoint-
ment of undergraduate directors to various CSWE posi-
tions and committees. BPD lobbied to redress the long-
standing imbalance between graduate and undergradu-
ate representation within the Council’s policy-making
bodies, and the Council responded with a number of
appointments. Yor example, Kay Dea and Brad Sheafor
were among three undergraduate educators who served
on the Commission on Educational Planning. Since the
full membership of Commission was nineteer, how-
ever, here as on other committees undergraduate direc-
tors were clearly in the minority. Interestingly, as the
undergraduate directors began to organize, CSWE ap-
pointed key leaders of the movement to various posi-
tions within the Council. Titzl was chosen in 1974 to
head the planning committee for the 1975 CSWE An-
nuat Program Meeting, for example, and also served on
the Task Force on Social Work Practice and Education.
Baer was appointed to the Commission on Accredita-
tion in 1974. While such appointments could signify
the success of BPD lobbying efforts, they could also be
seen as attempts to co-opt the leadership of a potentially
threatening group.?

Although CSWE had been offering consultation
services and some workshops to undergraduate educa-
tors since the late 1960s, the undergraduate association
felt that the Council was not doing enough to provide
information on accreditation and curriculum to under-
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graduate programs. BPD thus began to develop re-
gional workshops on these topics. In 1976, the organi-
zation sponsored two workshops on accreditation and
four curriculum workshops for faculty. In planning the
accreditation sessions, the Executive Committee agreed
that “these workshops are to be viewed as demonstra-
tions only on the part of BPD - [sincec} such activity
should be part of the CSWE function and responsibil-
ity.” The Council did co-sponsor one session with BPD
that year, at Fort Collins, Colorado. This workshop
covered accreditation, curriculum, and administration
of undergraduate programs.? '
Although the CSWE/BPD relationship had its ten-
sions, the two groups were able to work cooperatively
and to reach a common ground in at least some areas.
The real conflicts within social work education were
not so much between the Council and BPD as they
were between undergraduate directors and the deans.
Many deans remained critical of the move to include
baccalaureate education as part of professional training
and were particularly threatened by the notion of Ad-
vanced Standing. Some deans may have seen them-

selves in a fight for survival, with the possibility of many
students needing only one year of graduate education
and the potential replacement of the MSW with a prac-
tice doctorate, They tended to deal with these problems
through their influence on the CSWEI Board. Although
there was individual interchange between members of
the two groups, and an invitation to undergraduate di-
rectors to attend the deans’ cocktail party at the 1974
CSWE mectings (see Figure 1), the deans did not inter-
act directly with BPD. Dumpson’s suggestion of merg-
ing the deans and undergraduates in one constituency
in CSWE secems to have been one impetus for such in-
teraction, Yet a proposed mecting between the execu-
tive boards of BPD and the Conference of Deans was
postponed several times over a year and a half period,
generally at the request of the deans. (The meeting was
finally held at the 1977 CSWE program mceting), For
their part, BPD leaders were often critical of the deans
and wary of their agenda, although several Executive
Committee memboers, including Titz, reported positive
relationships with individual graduate administrators.*
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Figure 1: Invitation to the Deans’ Cocktail Party
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Interactions with NASW were much more cordial.
These were helped in part by the efection of Maryann
Mahatfey to the presidency of the professional organi-
zation. Mahaffey held a positive view of undergraduate
social work education and practice, and responded with
enthusiasm to Titzl’s requests for support. Under
Mahaffey’s leadership a proposal for an NASW Task
Force on Baccalaureate Social Work was finally imple-
mented. Mahaffey appointed baccalaureate representa-
tives to the Task Force and to all NASW committees and
was responsible for the inclusion of the first BSW prac-
titioner on the NASW Board of Directors.’

BPD was also relatively successful in its attempts
to promote continued federal funding for undergradu-
ate social work training. Following the approach of the
Ad Hoc Steering Committee, Executive Committee
members and others met periodically with representa-
tives of the federal funding agencies. These representa-
tives were also invited to speak at BPD membership
meetings. Although advocacy for federal funding favor-
able to the BSW brought mixed outcomes, Titzl re-
ported positive results for an “all-out effort” by BPD to
bring about changes in proposed Title XX regulations
which would have been adverse to baccalaurcate edu-
cation, Another positive development was the funding
of a large scale undergraduate social work curriculum
and practice project by the Social and Rehabilitation
Service of the Department of Health, GEducation, and
Welfare in 1975. The project was the first baccalaurcate
curriculum study to take place since the recognition of
the BSW as a professional degree. Betty Baer was cho-
sen to head the project and funds were awarded to the
Schoot of Social Work at West Virginia University. For
her project associate, Baer selected Ron Federico, a well-
respected baccalaurcate program director who was ac-
tive in BPD. The fact that CSWT's involvemnent in the
study was limited to a consultative role is interesting
and suggests a lack of full commitment to undergradu-
ate education on the Council’s part. While the project
was also independent of BPI3, the involvement of Baer
and I'ederico, as well as the presence of other BPD fead-
ers on its advisory committee, assured a close relation-
ship with the undergraduate association.

The first two years of BPD were marked by a vari-
ety of activities on various fronts aimed at increasing
the strength of undergraduate education and its recog-
nition within the profession and beyond. By 1977, Titzl
was able to report that relationships with the deans
were improving. As BPD continued its advocacy role,
the organization also attended to internal development.
Through yearly membership meetings and periodic
communications by mail, the group sought to promote
a sense of identity among undergraduate directors as
well as a recognition of common issues and develop-
ment of strategies to deal with these issues. Attempts
were made to broaden the membership of the Executive
Committee, although the ¢lections of 1976 brought in
only two new representatives from outside of the south;
both of these were from schools in the far west. In con-
trast to the often financiaily-troubled CSWE, the asso-
ciation had balanced budgets in both years.’

In July of 1977, the leadership of the organization
passed from Titzl to Kay Dea, the director of the under-
graduate program at the University of Utah. Although
Dea had been active in the founding of BPD, he,
Constance Williams, (Vice Chair), and George Metry
(Secretary/Treasurer) constituted an entirely new set of
officers. The fact that neither Dea nor the others had
served on the Executive Committee may have made the
transition even more difficult. In addition, the group
did not receive full records from the previous officers, a
situation which would repeat itself in subsequent years,
and which reflected the fact that as a voluntary organi-
zation, BPID Jacked the staff to carry out formal record-
keeping functions, Finally, Williams and Metry, as well
as a new Member at Large, came from programs located
in the northeast, and Dea was in the far west. While this
represented a healthy broadening of the leadership, it
meant a shift away from a largely southern group that
had worked together within BPD and in some cases in
preceding organizations.®

Although Executive Committee members com-
municated by mail and by conference calls in the fall,
the new group did not meet until December, 1977, At
this first gathering, members talked about familiar is-
sucs and activities. The group planned to be active in
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CSWE discussions of proposed changes in structure and
began work on a series of regional curriculum work-
shops. Metry, chair of the NASW task force on the BSW,
reported on advocacy for BSW representation on the
Board of NASW and commented on the number of
undergraduate educators present at the NASW Delegate
Assembly. The Executive Committee discussed the
need for BPD involvement in NASW’s development of
a BSW licensing exam. The group also set in motion
possible changes in the By-Laws which would provide

more continuity by extending terms of office

lier identification with graduate education, which had
becn seen by BPDYs original organizers as a useful at-
tribute. At any rate, the protests attested to a continu-
ing lack of consensus among undergraduate educators
as to whether the deans constituted an enemy or a po-
tential collaborator in efforts to improve social work
education. Generally, the BPD leadership had tried to
steer clear of petty infighting with the Deans’ Confer-
ence, and instead had {obbied with individual deans
regarding undergraduate concerns. Dea saw himself as

to two vears.”

As the year progressed, Dea added several
specific emphases to the BPD program. Along
with Williams, he made a concerted effort to
reach out to the deans so that the two groups
could work together more cooperatively, In
formal and informal meetings, deans and un-
dergraduate directors found some commen in-
terests, including the need to develop linkages
between the two levels of social work educa-
tion, to improve accreditation, and to
strengthen leadership in CSWE. The Executive
Committee also initiated the practice of hon-
oring pioneers in undergraduate education. At
the 1978 CSWE mectings, for example, BPD
held a special dinner in honor of twenty-seven
baccalaureate cducators who were about to re-
tire. Graduate deans and directors were invited
to the event (see Figure 2). In addition, Dea
and the Executive Committee set up the first
regional meetings where members could meet
with BPD officers to discuss their concerns re-
garding undergraduate education.®

While most of these activities were wel-
comed within BPD, Dea and Williams were
strongly criticized by a number of baccalaure-
ate educators for their attempts to work more
closely with the deans. Dea recalls much an-
ger about this at the 1978 CSWE meeting, and
“cries about betraying the organization.” Per-
haps part of the suspicion was due to Dea’s car-

Figure 2: BPD Award Dinner Announcement

THE ASSOCIATION OF
BACCALAUREATE PROSRAM DIRECTORS

TAKES PLEASURE IN HONORING

DISTINGUISHED BACCALAUREATE
SOCIAL WORK EDUCATORS

Saxony Restaurant

New Orleans, Louisiana

February 28, 1978
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using his contacts to extend these efforts.™

While the next BPD Chairperson, Mary Ellen
Elwell, expanded on several of Dea’s initiatives, the
1978 position statements by incumbent candidate Dea
and challenger Elwell indicate some of their differences
in approach. Elwell chaired the social work program at
Western Maryland College; her BPD activities included
representing the group on one of CSWE's restructuring
committees. In her position statement, Efwell stressed
“continuing and strengthening BPD's political thrust.”
This meant a concerted effort to enlarge the organiza-
tion and to increase the numbers of undergraduate di-
rectors who belonged to CSWE. Only then could BPD
have a potent voice within the Council. Elwell also
called for restructuring BPD to make it a more inclusive
organization, including BSW students, faculty, and in-
terested practitioners. In contrast, Dea spoke for “trans-
forming the association from a politically oriented [one]
in which officers respond to issues as they arise to one
in which ail members are involved in developing and
protecting the interests of baccalaureatc education.” He
also suggested involving more people in committee
work, developing service programs for members, and
producing a more formal newsletter.'? Although both
candidates recognized an interdependence between
internal and externat relations, Etwell’s platform sug-
gested a more activist stance, while Dea’s stressed more
atten't'i'('in to organizational functioning. In fact, under
Elwell’s leadership both sets of goals were pursued.

Elwell came into office with Millie Charles as the
new Vice Chairperson and George Metry remaining as
Secretary/Treasurer. Together with other members of
the Executive Committee, they launched a variety of ac-
tivities. The first priority was development of an orga-
nized membership drive, based on dividing the coun-
try into regions and appointing a membership liaison
person for each area. Membership increased from 107
full members in 1978-79 to 116 in 1979-80, out of some
260 accredited undergraduate programs. The group
also brought Dea’s suggestion of a more formal news-
letter to fruition by putting out the first issue of the B2
Update, complete with illustrations (see Figure 3). Ron
Federico was chosen editor of the new publication,

which was to appear every two months, In addition,
the group established a committee to plan curricufum
workshops; Elwell appointed Louise Johnson of the
University of South Dakota as its chair. Finally, the Ex-
ecutive Committee continued Dea’s effort to honot bac-
calaureate educators by deciding to alternate the ban-
quet for retirees with a special program every other year
to recognize a particular contributor to undergraduate
education. The first such person honored was Betty
Baer, “the founding mother” of undergraduate educa-
tion. Baer was treated to a gala “This is Your Life, Betty
Baer” at the 1979 APM. ¥

The political thrust of BPD was evident in lobby-
ing for involvement in CSWE's search for a new Execu-
tive Director in 1978. Elwell’s letter to the Search Com-
mittce suggested a new sense of strength and legiti-
macy; Elwell stated BPD's expectation that the new di-
rector would be committed to the full continuum of
social work training and would have had first hand ex-
perience with undergraduate education. CSWE seemed
receptive to BPD's position on such matters, although
continued vigilance was necessary to guard against such
threats as the Council’s brief contemplation of a ceiling
on the number of baccalaureate programs which could
be accredited. At the same time, however, BPD main-
tained its policy of support for the Council. When a
smali group of deans attempted to have CSWE's powers
of accreditation suspended, BPD wrote a strong letter on
behalf of the organization to the national Council on
Postsecondary Education, the body which accredited
CSWE. BPD's advocacy efforts were also evident in its
relations with NASW. When several state chapters pro-
posed licensing laws that would protect MSWs but not
baccalaureate practitioners, BPD members successfully
lobbied the NASW Board to have such proposals
tabled.**

In 1979 the BPD By-Laws were revised to extend
officers’ terms to two years. Elwell was re-elected Chair
and Steve Aigner of Iowa State University came in as
Secretary-Treasurer. Atthe same time, Elwell joined the
CSWE Board of Directors; from this vantage point she
helped increase BPD's involvement in the accreditation
process. A highlight of the 1979-81 term was the un-
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B.PD. UPDATE

OPENING SPACE

This is the first issue of a new BPD Newsietter,
tentatively scheduled te come out quarterly in order to
keep the membership of BPD abreast of the developments
in baccalaureate social work education. As editor, } would
like to begin with a request for each of you. This
newsletter will only be as good as its cantent, and 1 rely
on you for much of that. Please share whatever
information you have that would be usefu) or interesting
to vyour baccataureate social work coHeagues—grant
information, program developments, facuity changes, and
so forth. | would also appreciate your responses to the
newsletter itself—format, style, clarity, and content. Let
me know how it can best serve you so that | can make
any necessary changes. Please feel free to write or call at
any time: Bon Federico, 41t French Hall, School of
Social Work, University of Cincinnati, Cincinnati, Ohio
45221; 513-475-4615. Thank you!

THIS ISSUE 1S SPECIAL

Aside from being vol. 1, no. 1 in this format, this
issug is being sent to every accredited baccalaureate
program as welt as other persons whom we feel might be
interested. The purpose, of course, is ta whet your
appetite! But only those holding current membership in
BPD will receive issues starting with val, 1, no. 2 — SO
PAY YQUR DUES NOW! BPD is tco important not to
have your support and the dues period for 1978-79 began
July 1. Dues are as f=llows: $50 for accredited programs
(Full Members); $28 for programs actively seeking
accreditation {Associate Members); and $10 far other
interested persgns and programs {Affitiate Members).
Make your check out to the Association of Baccalaureate
Program Directors and send it nrow ta BPD’s Treasurer,
George Metry, Department of Social Werk, Kean Coliege
af New Jersey, Union, NJ 07083,

KNOW AND USE YOUR OFFICERS

The people that you elect as your representatives to
BPD can do their jobs most effectively if you
commu nicate with them about your interests and
concerns, Betow is 2 listing of those elected to serve
during 1978-79, hoping that you will be in touch with
one or more of them as necessary to inform them of how
BPD can best meet your needs.

Figure 3: First Issue of BPD Update

OCTOBER 1978

President

Vice President

Secretary/
Treasurer

Members-At-Large

Nominating
Committee

{Vol. 1, No. 1)

Mary Ellen Elwell, Scocial Work Pro-
gram, Western Maryland College,
Westminster, Md. 21167; 301/848-
7000.

Millie Charies, Department aof Social
Weifare, Southern University, New
Orieans, La. 70126; 504/282-4401,
Extension 380.

George Metry {address abovel

John Bauer, Montana State Uni-
versity.

Louise Johnson, University of
Sguth Dakota,

Paut Pelletier, Kansas State Univer-
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Emma Quartaro, Seton Hall Uni-
versity.

Virginia Staphens, University of
North Carolina at Greensbora.
Trusheart Titzl, Spaulding College.
Paul Schwartz, Chairman, Memphis
State University.

Ronald Federico, University of
Cincinnati.

Barbara Larsen, University of
MNevada at Reno.
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dergraduate group's sponsorship of a workshop on
competency-based education, which was held near
Estes Park, Colorado, in the fall of 1979. Bradford
Shaefor of Colorado State University and Ann McLean
of the University of Wisconsin/Oshkosh served as the
conference planners. The meeting brought together an
impressive array of experts to talk with undergraduate
directors about the relevance of a competency-based
approach to baccalaureate social work training. This
stress on educational innovation marked one of the dif-
ferences between BPD and the organized feadership of
the graduate programs, which seemed less inclined to
focus on new curricular developments,*®

The conference also highlighted another impor-
tant feature of the undergraduate organization: the
sense of fun and informality which accompanied many
of its activities. Elwell recalls BPD members sitting
around one night of the conference telling funny sto-
rics about accreditation, At this and other BPD gather-
ings, attendecs serenaded cach other with songs written
especially for the occasion. The group worked hard,
Llwell notes, but “we had the best time,”!¢

The leadership of BPD by Ann McLcan from 1981
to 1983 brought to an end this first phase of the under-
graduate group’s development. The carly 1980s also
marked a transition for the organization as it moved
from a somewhat small but active group, with a rather
centralized leadership, to a larger body with broader
input. Evolution toward a broader leadership began in
part because of the burgeoning numbers of undergradu-
ate programs. As a way to reach out to potential mem-
bers and to develop new leaders, the Executive Commit-
tee began to talk about designing and implementing a
survey of members’ skills and interests. The develop-
ment of an annual conference was still to come, al-
though the BPD-sponseored workshop at Estes Park in
1979 had established an important precedent. This
conference represented a significant cffort in bringing
baccalaureate program directors together to discuss cur-
riculum planning and to review major developments in
undergraduate education. While BPIY's budget was not
munificent, the amount was sufficient to send Exccu-
tive Committee members to three mectings a year. As

McLean notes, “We had enough to do what needed to
be done.”¥

Nonetheless, the undergraduate directors’ associa-
tion still faced a number of challenges. Advocacy for
undergraduate recognition within CSWE had brought
a certain degree of success, yet serious inequities contin-
ued to exist. As McLean noted to members in the De-
cember, 1982 BPD Update, “very few baccalaureate ap-
pointments [have been made} to CSWE Commissions
and Committees for the period 1982-1985." Although
BPD had been promoting such appointments for seven
years, undergraduate educators still constituted only
one-third of the membership of the Commission on
Accreditation and one-quarter of the Commission on
Educational Planning. The situation was even worse in
other areas; less than 15% of the members of the Na-
tional Legistation and Policy Committee and the Com-
mission on the Role and Status of Women were bacca-
laureate representatives, and the Commission on Mi-
nority Concerns had none at all. It also appeared that
the increase in undergraduate programs and BPD's ad-
vocacy for baccalaureate social work was beginning to
pose a more serious threat in the eyes of some graduate
deans. One such dean, the head of the School of Social
Work at Hunter College, infuriated the undergraduate
community at the 1982 CSWE Annual Program Mcet-
ing by suggesting that in a time of limited resources,
social work should concentrate solely on graduate edu-
cation. Finally, a 1981 decision by the Council to re-
spond to financial difficulty by increasing accreditation
fees and by recommending increases in dues to the
House of Delegates posed a serious hardship for smaller
BSW programs. '8

The years 1981 to 1983 were fairly turbulent ones
for BPD. In particular, responding to CSWE’s plan to
increase dues and fees and attempts to overcome the
inflexibility of the Council ever this issue took up much
organizational encrgy. Small undergraduate programs
peinted out that the increases were much harder for
them to absorb than the larger programs. Betty Baer,
Suzanne Trenkle of Nazareth College in Michigan, and
several other small program directors led a protest
against the CSWE proposals. They received support
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from the broader undergraduate directors constituency
and the BPD Executive Committee. Their first move
was a collection of data on the financial impact of in-
creased dues and fees for individual programs. The re-
sults were circulated among undergraduate directors.
Using this information, BPID made a counter proposal
on dues increases to the CSWE Board, which had the
responsibility of recommending changes of dues to the
House of Delegates. The Board agreed only to a mini-
mal lowering of dues for small programs,!

Tensions around the dues and fees issue escalated
during and after the 1981 and 1982 Annual Program
Mectings. At the 1981 APM, the small program group
drafted a petition protesting the proposed increases in
accreditation fees, This was signed by 260 baccalaure-
ate educators and presented to Dorothy Bird Daly, the
President of CSWI. Although Daly was asked to discuss
the petition at the Board of Directors meeting the next
day, she reportedly “forgot” to bring it to the mecting,
The only concession made by the Board was to allow
schools to spread the higher fee out over several years if
necessary.*

At the 1982 APM, the House of Delegates voted to
accept the dues structure recommended by the Board of
Directors. The small program leadership, angry and
dismayed, continued its protest. In addition, the BPD
Executive Committee raised the dues issue, along with
the problem of inequity on CSWE Comrmissions, at a
meeting with CSWE Executive Director Art Katz and
President Richard English. While indicating an aware-
ness of the importance of these issues, the two execu-
tives spent much time justifying their positions.?

The protest expanded beyond the confines of the
social work education establishment when a group of
academic deans and social work directors representing
small, private liberal arts colleges appeared before the
Executive Committee of the CSWE Board to make their
case for fair treatment of the smaller undergraduate so-
cial work programs. As in the undergraduate-graduate
conflicts of the 1940s, the accrediting body seemed
threatened by criticism from outside sources. Both Katz
and English vigorously defended the Board’s decision;
English is reported to have later told the full Board of

Directors that the contingent of Academic Deans and
Program Directors “violated group norms” by request-
ing a meeting with the Executive Committee, Relations
between the CSWE and BPD leadership were further
strained,®

Vowing to continue the fight, the small program
group promoted a delay in dues payments by its con-
stituency. Yet by now, the conflict was taking its toll, A
number of small programs felt vulnerable in their rela-
tions with the Council; withholding dues scemed a dan-
gerous step. Given the Council’s continued intransi-
gence on the issue, support within the broader contin-
gent of undergraduate directors had begun to wane. At
the 1983 Constituency Meeting of Baccalaurcate Pro-
gram Directors, a vote was taken not to pursue the mat-
ter of the ducs increase any further. In addition, due in
part to some internal dissension over goals and tactics,
in part to a judgement that CSWE would not change its
position, the BPD Executive Committee turned its at-
tention to other matters. As incoming BPD President
Steve Aigner noted in the July, 1983 BPD Update, BPD
was now “deferring to the leadership of Betty Baer and
Bonnic Raab, whose work on behalf of the ducs issuc is
single pointed,” He added: “BPD represents the com-
plete community of baccalaureate social work educa-
tion and our attention needs to focus on [other] is-
sues...."®#

While the dues and fees crisis and other problems
with CSWE consumed a good deal of encrgy within
BPD and the larger undergraduate constituency, these
events helped undergraduate educators to articulate
their concerns more forcefully, As McLean summed up
upon leaving the Presidency, “baccalaureate educators
began to speak up as individuals.” The increase in num-
ber and variety of programs meant that BPD was chal-
lenged to attend to a number of different interests
within undergraduate social work, While it lost some
internal unity in doing so, the group was ultimately
broadened and strengthened. ¢

Moreover, despite difficulties in relationships with
CSWE, Mcl.ean was successful in persuading the Coun-
cil to offer an orientation for new baccalaureate direc-
tors in 1983, Such an orientation had traditionally been
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offered to graduate deans, but never before to under-
graduate program administrators. The result was the
famous “meeting at the convent,” fondly remembered
by many BPD members as an important step in increas-
ing organizational unity and sense of purpose. While
initiated by BPD and planned by Bradford Shaefor and
Trueheart Titzl, the orientation was officially sponsored
by CSWE. It appears that Council budget constraints
{or perhaps, as some undergraduate eductors have
charged, lack of respect for undergraduate social work)
led to the decision to conduct a low-budget meeting at
a convent near Louisville, Kentucky. The convent was
in an isolated area and offered little to do in at-
tendees’ free time; the dormitory-like accommodations
were posted with signs spelling out rules about turning
off the lights, etc. In addition, as several participants
have noted, Arthur Katz’'s comments to the group
were critical of undergraduate social work. Ironically,
however, adversity led to a closeness among the par-
ticipants, many of whom remember the meeting as an

important milestone in BPD’s growth. Ginny

Raymond, then director of the BSW program at the
University of Alabama, recalls:

The convent actually forced us to become more
cohesive. I remember taking long walks at
breaks. We had to talk because there was noth-
ing else to do.... Wecan actually laugh about it
now ... The convent did a lot to connect those
who were there and gave us a base to talk from,

Since the meeting was attended primarily by more re-
cently- appointed undergraduate directors, it produced
a cadre of new leaders who would soon rise in impor-
tance within BPD. These included Norman Flax, Ken
Kazmerski, Harry Macy, Ginny Raymond, and Eliza-
beth Hutchinson. These individuals, along with Steve
Aigner, Bradford Shaefor, and other current BPD
activists, would soon be called upon to guide BPD in
its responses to CSWE's near-collapse in the mid-
1980s.
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CHAPTER IV

THE CSWE FINANCIAL CRISIS: BPD COMES INTO ITS OWN

The financial crisis of the Council on Social Work
Education in 1984-85 provided opportunities to further
the growth of the Association of Baccalaurcate Program
Iyrectors. The annual fall conference, begunin 1983 as
a CSWE-sponsored orientation session for new under-
graduate program directors, became 2 BPD operation, at
first with nominal CSWE participation, later with BPD
leadership, and eventually with sole BPD sponsorship
and control. More importantly, the CSWE fiscal crisis
brought to the surface long-standing resentments and
complaints on the part of both undergraduate and
graduate social work educators and their respective or-
ganizations. The result was a strengthening of educa-
tional program influence on the Council and a
strengthening of the idea of parity between under-
graduate and graduate social work cducation, long a
goal of BPD.

Social work is somewhat unique among profes-
sions in that the accreditation function is carried out by
a separate cducational organization, while the major
professional organization has no formal role in educa-
tional accreditation or other services. However, the
National Association of Social Workeys, the major pro-
fessional membership organization, had traditionally
helped to support the Council before 1980. The refa-
tionship became troubled during the 1980s, as both
NASW and the Council experienced new financial chal-
lenges.

The fiscal crisis was precipitated by the decision to
move the Council’s headquarters from New York City
to Washington, D. C., following the relocation of
NASW’s headquarters to Washington in the late 1970s.
Moving the Council’s headquarters, proponents be-
licved, would improve the cffectivencss of the
organization’s lobbying activitics by making the orga-
nization more visible. A location in the District, at a
prestigious address, would also enhance the reputation

of the Councll, and hence its effectiveness.

Arthur Katz, the CSWE executive most identified
with the Council’'s move to Washington, became Ex-
ecutive Directorin 1980. Katz assumed Ieadership of an
organization with “no endowment or operating reserve
fund.” If the Council was tomove its headquarters, the
organization’s financial situation needed to be im-
proved. Katz took several steps to accomplish this. In
1980, the Council sought and gained approval for a
$100,000 loan from NASW to support the move from
New York to Washington. However, when office space
could not be immediately located, the Council delayed
its move and its acceptance of the loan. Later, when the
Council did move its headquarters to Washington in
1984, NASW and CSWE representatives disagreed as to
whether the loan offer made in 1980 should be contin-
ued.?

Under Katz's leadership, the Counci! also em-
barked on an aggressive fund-raising campaign, de-
signed to promote the move to Washington and to sup-
port an ambitious expansion of services. With approval
from the CSWE Board of Directors, Katz resolved “to
increasc revenues by [increasing] fees, providing new
revenue-gencrating services, paring expenses, and in-
vesting excess cash pending disbursement.™ In 1981,
Katz hired a new financial manager who handled the
day-to-day investment of excess cash under Katz’s su-
pervision, As Katz became increasingly preoccupied
with fund-raising and planning for the move to Wash-
ington, the manager worked more and more indepen-
dently — and the investment strategy became increas-
ingly speculative and risky. According to Betty Baer and
Joseph Vigilante, two “independent, uninvolved” per-
sons who were appointed to the CSWI Board of Direc-
tors after the crisis to cxplore ways to recover funds,
“While the financial manager provided the exccutive
director with reports almost daily of his handling of the
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funds, the review of the available reports indicates that
the reports were sketchy and could easily be misunder-
stood."

At first, the investment program seemed to be suc-
ceeding. CSWEL ended the 1980 fiscal year with a defi-
cit of $82,000. However, at the end of the 1981 fiscal
year, there was a surplus of $200,000, By February,
1984, CSWE's investment portfolio reached a peak of
$1,253,783. While the investment strategy appeared to
be succeeding, some members of the CSWE Board of
Trucheart
Titzl, who served on the board during this period, was

Directors were concerned about the risks.

one of the first board members to call attention to the
impending crisis. The board followed her suggestion to
bring in an outside investment firm to review and dis-
cuss the investments with them, but did not at that
point take further action.® By September, 1984, the in-
vestment portfolio was valucless. CSWIVs legal counscl
reported an investment loss of $757,851, based on the
experience of the investment program from 1980 to
September, 1984.¢

The financial crisis came at a time when both un-
dergraduate and graduate constituencies were dissatis-
fied with the Council, for different reasons. Fach group
perceived that the other controlled the Counci!, Each
had called for an examination of the organization’s gov-
ernance structure. A task force on CSWE's governance
structure, with one representative from BPD and one
from the graduate deans’ organization, the National
Conference of Deans and Directors (NCDD), had been
constituted in the carly 1980s. Nathan Cohen of the
UCLA School of Social Welfare chaired the task force,
which was known as the Cohien Task Force. Many bac-
calaureate program directors, especially those from
smailer programs, betieved that the CSWE dues struc-
ture discriminated against them, Arthur Katz's exccu-
tive style, which some perceived as overbearing and ma-
nipulative, did not help smooth matters during the fall
and winter of 1984-85. Before becoming CSWE Execu-
tive Director in 1980, Katz had been Dean of the School
of Social Work at the University of Kansas. While he
was identified by many undergraduate educators with
graduate education, baccalaurcate educators seemed to

be becoming increasingly influential in CSWE before
the story of the financial crisis broke in the fall of 1984,

Ann McLean, BPD Chairperson from 1981 to
1983, met with Katz and CSWE President Richard En-
glish early in 1983. As noted in the previous chapter,
CSWE had sponsored an annual orientation session for
new graduate deans and directors, but provided no such
service to baccalaureate directors, The failure to do so
symbolized for many undergraduate educators CSWIE's
orientation toward graduate cducation. Katz agreed
that the Council would provide such an orientation for
new undergraduate directors, starting in the fall of
1983. (This orientation, later included as one of anum-
ber of “Faculty Development Institutes” which Katz was
promoting as new CSWI services, became the meeting
at the convent, near Louisville, by tradition the first
annual conference of BPD.) A sccond complaint con-
cerned the representation of undergraduate educators
BPD Ieaders
wanted “proportionate representation of baccalaureate
interests.” It had never been achieved, and “in recent

on CSWLE boards and commissions.

years the representation has become increasingly disap-
pointing,” according to McLean. English agreed to con-
sider appointing persons put forward by undergraduate
educators.” A large number of undergraduate educators
attended the 1983 CSWE Annual Program Mecting in
Fort Worth in March, 1983. The baccalaurcate directors
constituency mecting at the APM, attended by 110
people, “expressed concern over the discriminatory
nature of the institutional dues structure” and “asked
for revival of the committee to study CSWE structure,”
the Cohen Task Force,®

English’s term as CSWE President ended in 1984;
in the spring of 1983, Bradford Sheafor, of Colorado
State University and long identified as a leader in un-
dergraduate social work education, was chosen Presi-
dent-clect, defeating Joseph Vigilante, Dean of the
School of Social Work at Adelphi University, Shacfor’s
three-year term as President of CSWL began in 1984,
As chair of the undergraduate program at the Univer-
sity of Kansas before he went to Colorado State, Shaefor
knew Katz well. Trucheart Titzl was clected Vice-Presi-
dent. Sheafor agreed to lead the workshop for new bac-
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- calaureate program directors to be held in the fall; Titzl
took charge of local arrangements. Commenting on
Sheafor’s election, Ann McLean wrote, “Two years ago
no one would have predicted that any individual clearty
identified with baccalaureate education could have
been elected President of CSWE in the next five years,
let alone two. But today that is a reality.”

The leadership of BPD changed in 1983 also.
Stephen Aigner, director of the undergraduate program
at Iowa State University, was elected Chairperson, suc-
ceeding Ann McLean. Aigner, whose term began on
July 1, had been at Iowa State for ten years. He was well-
connected, serving on the CSWE Publications Commit-
tee and as a consulting editor for Sodlal Work, the ma-
jor professional journal published by NASW. A major
goal of Aigner’s was to improve BPD's working relations
with the graduate deans and directors and other impor-
tant professional groups, in particular NASW. During
the summer of 1983, he met in Colorado with Sheafor
and LeVerne McCummings, the President of the
NCDD,W”

Many educators in graduate programs had con-
cerns about the direction of the Council. In part, the
concerns were related to unhappiness about the growth
of undergraduate education. Some graduate deans per-
ceived the Council as neglecting the interests of gradu-
ate education in favor of baccalaureate education.
Many persons in graduate programs had not welcomed
the growth of undergraduate programs, which were
widely perceived as “undermining excellence.” In par-
ticular, Harry Specht, Dean of the School of Social Wel-
fare at the University of California, Berkeley, had iden-
tified the rise of undergraduate social work education as
one of the reasons for the “deprofessionalization of so-
cial work” in a famous article published in Social
Work."* However, over half of the graduate programs in
social work had undergraduate programs attached to
them by the mid-1980s, so that undergraduate interests,
especially the continuum between baccalaureate educa-
tion and master’s education, were important for many
programs. A number of probtems refated to the articu-
Jlation between undergraduate social work education
and graduate education were vexing. A move by some

graduate deans to have the functions of accrediting
masters and baccalaureate programs split was defeated
by the CSWE House of Delegates. While accreditation
would continue as a unified function, many were un-
gasy about the new accreditation standards adopted by
the CSWE Board of Directors in May, 1983. These stan-
dards emphasized undergraduate-graduate articulation
issues.

Both undergraduate and graduate program ad-
ministrators complained about poor service from
CSWE. Undergraduate chairs noted the “difficulty of
getting answers from CSWE regarding standards.”*? As
noted above, some smaller BSW programs believed that
the dues structure discriminated against them. They
felt like poor relations, ignored by the establishment.
MSW programs noted a seeming lack of attention to the
accreditation function, a problem which was exacer-
bated by Katz's expansion plans.

The second annual CSWE workshop for new bac-
calaureate program directors was held in Fort Collins,
Colorado, September 29 ~ October 2, 1984. Although
the CSWE investment portfolio was valueless by this
time, news of the financial crisis had not as yet been
revealed. The BPD Executive Committee met at Fort
Collins in conjunction with the workshop and mixed
with the new program directors, making the organiza-
tion known to the group. Aigner noted that Sheafor
looked “tired and worn.” He urged Sheafor to “try to
rest some.”1?

The news regarding the investment losses was re-
vealed to the CSWE Board of Directors at its meeting in
late October. Plansto purchase a headquarters building
in Washington were canceled; the Cohen task force on
governance and structure was “deactivated,” as were a
number of other Council functions. However, the
Board decided to move to Washington in spite of the
crisis and rent office space. Ann Mclean, at that time a
member of the CSWE board, called Aigner with the
news, which he communicated to the BPD executive
committee in an October 31 memorandum regarding,
“miscellany.” The news did not seem particularly
earth-shattering — Aigner placed it fourth out of five
items. Executive committce members were asked to
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“keep this under your hat until we hear from Brad for-
mally” and were assured in a handwritten marginal
note “the operating budget is not affected at all.”'* The
financial crisis was not mentioned in an October 16 let-
ter from Arthur Katz to Aigner or in a November 6
memorandum from Aigner to the BPD executive com-
mittee. Nor was the crisis mentioned in the December
1984 BPD Update, mailed to the membership in mid-
December, most of which was written on or before No-
vember 7.1

The Naticnal Conference of Deans and Directors
met in Washington, D.C., in mid-November. Sheafor
attended and provided a “rather complete and candid
report” on the crisis. The NCDD Committee on Excel-
lence, chaired by Harry Specht, concluded that the fi-
nancial problems of CSWE. presented “both a crisis and
an opportunity to be helpful both to CSWE and to
graduate social work education.” The committee rec-
ommended that NCDD attempt “to bring about major
alterations in the purpose and structure of CSWE and
in its allocation of resources so that they are consistent
with organizational priorities for graduate schools.”
Specifically, the committee thought that the Council
should emphasize the accreditation function and lob-
bying and legislative advocacy. At the same time,
NCDD would explore the possibility of two other op-
tions — forming a new accrediting body to replace
CSWE and having some other existing organization,
such as NASW or NCDD itself, take over the accrediting
function from CSWE. The committee recommended
that NCDD explore the possibility of member schools
withholding CSWE dues as a means of bringing about
change in the organization. The deans and directors
accepted the committee recommendations.’s

In response, Aigner expressed trust in Brad
Sheafor. The NCDD demands “boil down to their self-
interest above all else and show utter disregard for bac-
calaureate social work education.,. At the [1985] APM |
think we should try to isolate those destructive cle-
ments of NCDD and neutralize whatever influence they
may have (if any).””” Howcever, by late January, NCDD
had ruled out attempting to replace CSWE with another
accrediting agency. LeVerne McCummings, the NCDD

President, approached the BPD through Aigner solicit-
ing cooperation. This was the first in a series of ulti-
mately successful attempts on the part of NCDD to
“woo” BPD, After the decision was made not to try to
“go it alone,” the graduate deans needed the votes of
undergraduate programs in order to influence the
Council. While the BPD leadership ultimately cooper-
ated with NCDD, they did so on BPD’s terms. On Feb-
ruary 15, on the eve of the 1985 APM, which was held
in Washington, D.C., to celebrate the relocation of
CSWE headquarters to the nation’s capitol, the finan-
cial crisis made page one of the New York Times.*® On
the same day, the membership of NCDD voted to
change the organization’s name to the American Asso-
clation of Schools of Social Work [AASSW]. Apparently
unwittingly, the graduate deans had adopted the name
of one of the predecessor organizations of CSWE, As
noted in Chapter I above, the original AASSW had op-
posed the development of undergraduate social work
education in the 1940s. The new name adopted by the
graduate deans increased the suspicions of BPD leaders.
It did not last long.”® The graduate deans also voted 46
to 18, with 8 abstentions, to withhold dues from CSWE
as a means of pressuring the Council to make changes
in its operation. On the next day, NCDD asked BPD to
recommend that undergraduate programs also with-
hold dues.?

During the APM, the CSWE Board established a
joint committee composed of equal numbers of mem-
bers representing BPD, AASSW, and the CSWE Board.
Steve Aigner, Kay Hoffman, Larry Icard, and Julia Norlin
represented BPD, while Scott Briar, June Hopps,
LeVerne McCummings, and Frank Raymond repre-
sented AASSW. The CSWE Board was represcnted by
Katharine Gable, Dorothy Pearson, Bradford Sheafor,
and Trueheart Titzl.*' The inclusion of BPD representa-
tives on an equal footing with representatives of the
graduate deans organization signified the opportunity
for increased influence which resulted from the crisis.
The committee, which was chaired by Bradford Sheafor,
was sometimes called the Working Group and some-
times the “4 X 4 X 4” Committee, because cach group
was represented by four individuals. The Working
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Group met during the APM and approved a resolution,
which the CSWE Board recommended to the House of
Delegates. The Working Group resolution provided
that the CSWE Board would be empowered to “assume
executive responsibilities of CSWE immediately; and...
torecommend a future structure that facilitates effective
feadership and decision-making within the current re-
source capacity of the organization.”?

At the annual BPD business mecting, also held
during the APM, resolutions were passed which called
for making accreditation and articulation amoeng levels
of social work education priorities of the Coundil, the
revival of the Cohen Task Force on CSWE Structure and
Governance, and improvements in administrative
structure and services to the membership. Unlike the

- cartier Cohen task force, the majority of the revived task
force was to be composed of representatives of cduca-
tional institutions, with baccalaureate representation
equal to graduate representation. The task force was to
have co-chairs representing baccalaureate and graduate
social work education, The baccalaureate and graduate
school representatives were to be selected by BPD and
AASSW respectively. No more than one-third of the
membership of the task force was to be sclected by the
CSWE Board of Directors. The Baccalaurcate Directors
Constituency group approved the BPD resolutions
which were referred to the CSWE House of Delegates,
along with the Working Group resolution.

Apparently unwilling to grant executive powers to
the CSWE Board, which was widcly regarded as sharing
responsibility with Katz for the financial crisis, the
House of Delegates rejected the Working Group resolu-
tion and approved the BPD resolutions, including the
one calling for the establishment of a revived Task Force
on CSWE Structure and Governance. BPD had been
represented on the Working Group, and was thus iden-
tified with the defeated Working Group resolutions.
However, after the BPD business meeting approved an
alternative sct of resolutions, the leaders of the organi-
zation pushed the BPD resolutions. Thus, they were
able toassert that BPD had played a decisive role within
the House of Delegates. “The importance of the BPD
resolutions dealing with the structure and function of

the Council cannot be overemphasized,” Aigner con-
cluded. *This resolution was the only sentiment ex-
pressed by the House of Delegates in favor of a re-analy-
sis of the operation and organization of the Councii.”

After the APM, Sheafor delayed constituting the
task force, Tinding a new cxecutive director to replace
Arthur Katz, who had resigned, was a higher priority.
On March 13, Aigner wrote to CSWE President Sheafor
and to the new AASSW President, Scott Briar, stating
BPD’s position: the Task Force on Structure and Gover-
nance should be re-activated to (1) examine the rela-
tionship between individual and institutional member-
ship in the Council and the linkage between the House
of Delegates and the CSWE Board of Directors and (2)
review the Council’s management procedures, Aigner
wrote that the task force should be constituted such that
two-thirds of the votes were those of representatives of
educational institutions, that BSW directors and MSW
deans would have equal votes, and that these members
would be selected by BPD and AASSW respectively.
Another one-third of the task force members would be
selected from individual member groups, Undergradu-
ate and graduate educators should co-chair the group.®

On March 14, Sheafor asked Aigner if BPD
planned to recommend that its members withhold
their dues from CSWE. The graduate deans organiza-
tion had been soliciting BPD cooperation in withhotd-
ing ducs as a means to pressure CSWE to change its pri-
orities and procedures. A committee of the Board,
headed by Joseph Vigilante, was projecting probable
revenucs during the next year, Aigner referred Sheafor
to his March 13 letter. BPD never recommended that
its members withhold dues from CSWE; according to
Shceafor, virtuaily al! undergraduate programs paid their
dues during 1985, while about half of the graduate pro-
grams withheld their dues.®

During the Spring, Diane Bernard became CSWE
interim dircctor. Issues divided AASSW, BPD, and the
CSWIL Board which threatened an impasse. Sheafor
wanted to reconstitute the old Task orce on Structure
and Governance with one representative cach from the
constitucncy organizations, BPD and AASSW, one from
the practice community, and two representing the
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CSWE Board. Both BPD and AASSW wanted majority
representation from educational programs. The deans
organization now committed itself to “parity prin-
ciples” — equal representation of undergraduate and
graduate programs on the task force — long a goal of
BPD. Where the organizations differed was on the time-
table for change. The exccutive committee of AASSW
wanted changes in CSWE structure by the end of June,
19835, while BPD and the CSWE Board were committed
to presenting proposed changes to the House of Del-
egates at the 1986 APM.

Bernard worked out a compromise whereby BPD,
AASSW, and the CSWE Board would cach send three
epresentatives to a meeting in May to prepare bylaw
changes to propose to the House of Delegates at the
1986 APM. AASSW would persuade its members to re-
lease their CSWE dues. Bernard’s compromise was ac-
cepted. Aigner, Kay Hoffman, and Julia Norlin repre-
sented BPD at the meeting. Larry Icard served as an al-
ternate. The graduate deans werc represented by Scott
Briar, June Hopps, and Harold Johnson, with Grace
Harris serving as an alternate. Diane Bernard, Ann
MclLean, and Barbara Solomon represented the CSWE
Board, The “3 X 3 X 3” Committee formed subcommit-
tees to recommend changes in CSWE structure and
agreed to meet in June following the CSWT Board meet-
ing. At the June meeting, bylaw revisions were recom-
mended which increased the influence of baccalaurcate
program directors and graduate deans in the House of
Delegates while reducing the influcnce of representa-
tives of agencies and practitioner organizations. 2

The “3 X 3 X 3” Committee, or Working Party as
it came to be known, continued to meet periodically.
In October, 1986, the committee met to prepare its fi-
nal report to the CSWE Board. The committee recom-
mended making accreditation the first priority of the
Council, echoing the major demand made by NCDD
two years earlier.® Ironically, a crisis which had begun
with mutual suspicion between BPD and the graduate
deans and directors ended with consensus. BPD was
strengthened, in part because of the success of the BPD
resolutions in the 1985 House of Delegates, and in part
because the organization was able to achieve its goals

In the three-way negotiations with Sheafor and the
AASSW. In addition, the BPD representatives on the
working party had a significant impact on the outcome
and were recognized for their contributions.

Aigner’s term ended in mid-1985. Julia Norlin of
the University of Oklahoma succeeded Aigner as BPD
Chairperson. BPD now had a considerably enhanced
position in the social work education community, At
the start of Aigner’s term, BPD was an active participant
In social work education, but was not an organization
accustomed to wiclding power. Both Ann McLean and
Aigner commented on baccalaureate education’s in-
creased power and authority before the news of the fi-
nanciat crisis broke.”” In part, the new strength of bac-
calaureate cducation rested on the growth of BSW
programs during the 1970s. As events would prove,
undergraduate programs provided a sufficient financial
base to cnable CSWE to weather the financial crisis
which resulted from withholding of dues by half the
graduate programs. The crisis provided the opportunity
for the organization to flex its muscles, but doing so
required leadership and a willingness to compromise,
which Aigner provided.

Ironically, the crisis began with the major educa-
tional program constituencies of CSWE, the graduate
deans and directors and the undergraduate directors, at
odds and mutually suspicious. Each believed the other
controlled the Council. Some graduate deans believed
that the growth of undergraduate education had been
detrimental to the stature of the profession — under-
graduate programs were believed to be uneven in qual-
ity, a point some deans were quick to make, Baccalau-
reate directors, aware of what seemed to be a widespread
negative assessment of undergraduate education on the
part of graduate educators, were critical of the quality
of many graduate programs. They were suspicious of
the motives of the deans and directors, whom they
viewed as conservative and defensive, Aigner's initial
reaction to NCDD statements in the eatly phases of the
crisis reflected this suspicion.

As the frequency of communications between
BPD and AASSW officers increased, however, the lead-
ership of both organizations began to perceive common
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interests in the resolution of the crisis and the reform of
CSWE. In part, it appears that members of the AASSW
board made special efforts to persuade Aigner that un-
dergraduate interests could be promoted by making
common cause with the graduate deans and directors,
In particular, a number of the deans who had been in-
volved in framing the NCDD response to the crisis, in-
cluding LeVerne McCummings, Frank Raymond, and
Harry Specht, contacted Aigner in the weeks before the
1985 APM to solicit BPD support of their position.
Specht, who was on record as “dubious about the qual-
ity of baccalaureate social work education,” made it a
point to distinguish his position and that of the NCDD,
which wanted to work with BPD.*

The issues raised by the deans — the need to make
accreditation a clear priority and the primary impor-
tance of educational programs among the Coundil’s
various constituencies — were ones to which under-
graduate educators could easily subscribe. The major
issue raised by undergraduate educators — parity in the
representation of undergraduate programs and gradu-
ate programs — was one which graduate deans and di-
rectors had come to accept in order to achieve BPD co-
opetation. The compromise, finally achieved in 1989
when the House of Delegates approved the abolition of
that body and the reconstitution of the CSWE Board of
Directors, in effect assured the survival of the Council
by strengthening the influence of the two major educa-
tional program constituendies in the organization’s de-
cision-making structure. The price of the compromise
was limiting the power of “special interests,” particu-
larly minority educators, in the Council structure.

Equally important for the future of the Association
of Baccalaureate Program Directors was another result
of the financial crisis — the fate of the workshop for
new undergraduate program directors initiated by
Arthur Katz at BPD urging in 1983. Touted as one of the
“Faculty Development Institutes,” a new service of
CSWE, the fall workshops were important to baccalau-
reate'program directors as a symbol of parity with the
graduate deans and directors, who had long had a simi-
far orientation workshop. However, along with other
of Katz’s initiatives, the fall workshop appeared to be an
activity which distracted from CSWE's central mission,
accreditation. Continued support of the fall workshop
by the Council would be difficuit to justify. Yet, both
Sheafor and Aigner had positive experiences with the
workshop and were identified with it. CSWE staff
member Margaret Gibelman asked Harry Macy, chair of
the undergraduate program at Ball State University and
a member of the BPD Executive Committee, to coordi-
nate the 1985 fall conference, which was to be held in
Indianapolis.®2 Although CSWE was listed as the spon-
sor, actual CSWE involvement was minimal. Macy and
other BPD members planned and coordinated the con-
ference. The BPD Executive Committee met in India-
napolis in conjunction with the fall conference, as it
had done in Fort Collins the year before. Although the
CSWE name continued to be displayed on conference
materials until the fifth annual conference in Kansas
City in 1987, the fall conferences were operated by BPD
alone from 1985 on. As in the first two workshops,
however, CSWE officers and staff members have been
prominent in the fall program schedules.
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CHAPTER V

GROWTH AND CHANGE: TEN BPD CONFERENCES

This chapter provides an overview of the annual
falt conferences of the Association of Baccalaureate Pro-
gram Directors, including the number and type of pre-
sentations, locations, and attendance. The table itfus-
trates the discussion by providing the year, location,
number of presentations, and number of participants
for each conference. The sources for this chapter in-
clude the conference programs and Proceedings for the
ten BPD conferences as well as interviews conducted
with BPD members and past presidents of the organiza-
tion.

The Growth of the Fall Conferences

Before the annual fall BPD conferences began in
1983, members of the organization met at the Annual
Program Meetings of the Council on Social Work Edu-
cation, held in Yebruary or March. As directors of un-
dergraduate social work education programs met, they
became aware of a need for more formal opportunitics
to share expericnces, exchange ideas, and collaborate
on undergraduate social work education issues. BPD
presented several regional workshops on accreditation

and curriculum issues for undergraduate social work
faculty members in 1976.! In 1978, a series of curricu-
lum workshops was offered at eight locations at which
baccalaureate social work educators met to discuss the
undergraduate curriculum. The series received such a
positive response that BPD appointed a committee to
“develop a strategy for channeling and strengthening
the momentum for collaborative work.”? The commit-
tee made several recommendations which inspired BPD
to act in ways that would unify the BSW curriculum
through collaborative cffort.

In October 1979, BPD sponsored a national work-
shop on “Competency-Based Perspectives in Baccalau-
reate Social Work Education” near Estes Park, Colorado.
A BPD committee, led by Ann McLean and Brad
Sheafor, planned the workshop, which was supported
exclusively by the fees of the participants. Although it
was not the first in an ongoing series of fall BPD confer-
ences, the 1979 workshop was the first national gather-
ing of undergraduate social work educators sponsored
by BPD. Assuch, it was an important forerunner to the
annual fall BPD conferences, (See Table 1)

TABLE 1 ELEVEN BPD CONFERENCES

YEAR LOCATION PRESENTATIONS ATTENDEES AUSPICE
1979 Estes Park, Colorado 8 52 BPD
1983 Nazareth, Kentucky 21 53 CSWE
1984 Fort Collins, Colorado 20 77 CSWL
1985 Indianapolis, Indiana 31 102 BP1/CSWE
1986 San Antonio, Texas 43 110 BPD/CSWE
1987 Kansas City, Missouri 31 147 BPD
1988 New Orleans, Louisiana 39 179 BPD
1989 San Dicgo, California 50 189 BPD
1990 Minneapolis, Minnesota 68 221 BPD

\ 1991 QOrlando, Florida 89 243 BPD
1992 San Antonio, Texas 88 276 BPD
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The Estes Park workshop included eight presenta-
tions which focused entirely on competency-based edu-
cation and curriculum design and development. A Re-
port, published by BPD, included the texts of the pre-
sentations and a list of the fifty-two participants.? Un-
dergraduate cducators attending the workshop were
asked to bring textbooks, competency statcments,
course outlines, and other materials to share, Entertain-
ment, cash bars, and other activities enhanced network-
ing. Many of the participants shared accommodations
to reduce costs, as many small programs operated on
limited budgets.* Not only did the Estes Park meeting
serve as a model for future BPD conferences, but its con-
tent demonstrated the organization’s commitment to
educational innovation.

The first in the series of annual falt BPD confer-
ences was the 1983 meeting at the convent, which was
sponsored by CSWE as an orientation workshop for
new baccalaureate program directors. A total of fifty-
three program directors responded to the Council’s in-
vitation to attend. The twenty-one presentations dealt
mainly with administrative issues and CSWE relations
with undergraduate programs. While the workshop
was designed primarily for new undergraduate program
directors, a number of the participants had been pro-
gram directors for several years at the time of the con-
ference,

Between 1984 and 1992, presentations at the an-
nual fall conferences increased in number and in the
varicty of topics presented. Twenty presentations were
made at the 1984 workshop in Fort Collins, Colorado,
which was also sponsored by CSWE as an orientation
workshop, primarily for new baccalaurcate program di-
rectors.® The format of this conference was similar to
the 1983 conference, except that the orientation ses-
stons for new program directors were scheduled on the
first day of the workshop. The second day’s sessions
were intended for alt undergraduate program directors.
This workshop attracted seventy-seven participants.
BPI> Chairperson Steve Aigner and a number of the
organization’s Executive Committee members attended
the Tort Collins workshop and met informally with the
new program directors.

The orientation format continued for the 1985
conference, which was held in Indianapolis, Indiana.
Because of the CSWE financial crisis, BPD was asked to
join with the Council as a sponsor of the conference.
Although it was officially a co-sponsor, the Council in
fact provided no financial assistance or staff support to
help plan and run the conference, BPD assumed total
responsibility for planning the conference and register-
ing participants. Unlike the previous two conferences,
the 1985 conference was intended for all baccalaureate
program directors. This decision was made by the plan-
ning committee, chaired by Harry Macy, a member of
the BPD Executive Committee. Committee members,
particularly Macy, worked very hard to make the con-
ference a success. Attendance increased to 102 partici-
pants. Thirty-one sessions werc presented at the 1985
conference, The focus on administrative issues, which
had characterized the 1983 and 1984 confercnces, con-
tinued.®

At the 1986 conference in San Antonio, Texas,
CSWE continued its co-sponsorship in name only. Re-
flecting the size and strength of the baccalaureate direc-
tors” association, BPD committees ptanned the confer-
ence without CSWE assistance or participation. Two
committees, a Conference Program Committee and a
Local Arrangements/Registration Committee, were cre-
ated by the BPD Executive Committee, The Conference
Chair, Alvin Sallee, and the Registration Chair, H.
Wayne Johnson, were both members of the Executive
Committee. In 1986, for the first time, the presenta-
tions at the fall conference were selected by the Program
Committee from proposals submitted in response to a
call for papers. Forty-three presentations, more than
double the number presented at the 1983 conference,
were selected for the 1986 conference. Attendance in-
creased to 110 participants, A wider sclection of topics
was represented by the presentations, affording a more
comprehensive focus on BPD issues. Tor the first time
since 1979, a number of the prescntations at the 19856
conference were published In a conference Proceedings.,
Papers published in the Proceedings were selected from
among thosc submitted to a publications committee by
the presenters,
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of conference locations and in the size of the confer-
ence. Typically, BPD conferences have been held at
hotels which provided adequate accommodations, but
not at the most expensive or plush locations. Although
the size of the conference has increased over the past
ten years, BPD) planiners have monitored growth so that
costs do not become prohibitive, In addition, the orga-
nization has avoided using paid staff members because
of the expense which would result. BPD conference
planners have been concerned about conference costs
because of the characteristics of the organization’s
membership. Many BPD members come from small,
free-standing or multidisciplinary undergraduate de-
partments which have limited program budgets. Many
conference participants pay for conference attenidance
out of personal funds. Some conference participants
attend the annual conference at a sacrifice because of
tight budgets and schedules. However, many sec the
conferences as an important professional and institu-
tional “investment” which makes the sacrifice worth-
while.

Geographic Representation

Since the 1983 BPD conference at the “convent,”
participants have been geographically categorized by
state and region. Regional meetings have been held at
BPD conferences since the Fort Collins conference in
1984. During the decade between the 1983 conference
and the 1992 conference, Region 4 (consisting of Iowa,
Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Michigan, Indiana,
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Missouri) has consis-
tently averaged the highest in BPD conference atten-
dance. Region 5 (consisting of Alaska, Hawaii, Wash-
ington, Orcgon, California, Idaho, Nevada, Wyoming,
and Montana) has averaged the lowest in attendance.
his reflects the large number of accredited BSW pro-
grams in the mid-west. Particularly during the first foew
years of the conference, conference locations were cho-
sen with this geography in mind. All regions have been
represented at BPD conferences throughout the ten-
year history of the conference,

The annual BPD conference has the potential for

further growth in the future, as does the parent organi-
zation, the Association of Baccalaureate Program Direc-
tors. Despite the growth in conference attendance in
the past, participants representing a maximum of only
roughly fifty per cent of the accredited BSW programs
have registered for the annual conferences. In 1992,
BPD membership reached 360, including 231 full mem-
bers, directors of accredited undergraduate programs, 61
associate members, and 68 affiliate members. With
nearly four hundred accredited undergraduate social
work programs by the early '90s, the potential for ex-
pansion is clear,

Characteristics of BPD
Conference Presentations

Four major categories accounted for most of the
presentations at the annual BPD conferences. These
include accreditation, administration, curriculum is-
sues, and student issues. Presentations on other topics
have been offered at the conferences less frequently and
less consistently. The categorization of presentation
topics in this section is based on a review of the annual
conference programs, most of which include brief de-
scriptions of the presentations,

CSWE accreditation of BSW programs has been
an important issue for baccalaurcate program directors
since the Council began such accrediting in 1974, Al-
though relatively few (three or fewer) conference pre-
sentations directly concerned accreditation, maintain-
ing accreditation was the “driving force” of the 1983
and 1984 fall workshops.” After BPD took over plan-
ning, the annual conferences included a larger number
of presentations on accreditation. Fach BPD conference
from 1985 to 1992 has included one or more presenta-
tions on accreditation. These sessions are intended to
help program directors achieve and maintain CSWE ac-
creditation. There were nine presentations on accredi-
tation at the 1986 conference in San Antonio, Texas.
Seven were general presentations, one was intended for
programs int candidacy status, and another was for pro-
grams sceking initial accreditation. Special sessions for
programs in candidacy status and for those secking inj-
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tial accreditation have been provided at subsequent
annual conferences,

At the 1987 conference in Kansas City, members
of the CSWE Commission on Accreditation reported on
developments in accreditation policy. These reports
have also continued as an annual feature of the confer-
ences, affording undergraduate social work program
directors an opportunity to discuss accreditation issues
with members and staff of the commission. Beginning
at the 1990 conference in Minneapolis, the presenta-
tions on accreditation have becn offered in a new for-
mat. An “accreditation series,” consisting of sessions on
candidacy, initial accreditation, reaffirmation, mainte-
nance between CSWE reviews, problems such as condi-
tional accreditation or denial of accreditation, and
MSW program development, provides a comprehensive
series of sessions, tailor-made to the varied situations of
undergraduate programs. The goal of the scries has
been to meet the needs of programs in various stages of
the accreditation process. It is interesting to note that
the presentations on accreditation at the first three an-
nual meetings (1983, 1984, and 1985) were conducted
mostly by CSWE personnel, These appear to have been
formal presentations, whereas the accreditation ses-
sions at the conferences in 1986 and after were pre-
sented by BIPD members who were themselves baccalau-
reate program directors and who spoke from expericnce
about the accreditation process. These presentations
appear to focus more on “the nuts and bolts of how to
play the system.” This may signify a shift in BPD's strat-
egy from advocacy for undergraduate education to ser-
vice to membership. While the total number of presen-
tations on accreditation has been refatively small, it is
important to note that the accreditation series has been
a big drawing card at every annual conference. The pre-
sentations attract large numbers of participants and
scem £o be among the most important “how to” presen-
tations the conference offers.

Program administration has also been an impor-
tant issue for baccalaureate program directors. Although
accreditation concerns loomed large, the first BPD con-
ferences were offered to orient new program directors
to the program administration function. BI'D confer-

ences have consistently offered presentations which are
intended to orient new program directors to their mutti-
faceted jobs. Additionally, BPD conferences have of-
fered presentations on issues such as departmental sta-
tus, general administration, dealing with faculty issues,
and measuring program outcomes. Since 1989, cach
fall BPD conference has included specific presentations
for directors of programs with various structures. Ses-
sions on the problems of small departments, combined
BSW/MSW programs, multi-disciplinary departments,
and autonomous departments have been offered,
These conference presentations assist program directors
in developing BSW programs that arc administered ef-
fectively and efficiently, which in turn enhances the ac-
creditation process and the education of BSW students.

Curriculum issues constitute a third major group
of presentations at BPD conferences. Since the 1986
conference, the most frequently offered BPD conference
presentations have been in the area of the BSW curricu-
lum. Apparently, the main focus of the fall conferences
has changed from administration to curriculum issues.
The reasons for this shift are unclear, but the change
probably reflects a need to identify what the BSW cur-
riculum should be.. In addition, the need of presenters
to publish and the etfectiveness of past BPD conferences
in orienting new program directors to the details of
their jobs may also explain the new focus. The empha-
sis on curriculum is consistent with the theme of the
first national BPD workshop on competency-based edu-
cation in 1979. In the series of ten annual conferences
which began in 1983, presentations have been offered
on curriculum development, problems in designing
curricula, and tecaching techniques and aids. The con-
ferences have also included presentations on major cur-
riculum content areas such as human behavior in the
social environment, social welfare policy, social work
practice, research, special populations, values, and in-
ternational issues, Issues in teaching social work prac-
tice have provided the most frequentiy offered curricu-
lum presentations. In addition to the presentations on
curriculum, since the 1988 conference, syllabus cx-
changes and roundtable discussions on curriculum
have often been included in the conferences.
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BSW education would not be possible without
BSW students. For the past ten years, BPD conferences
have offered presentations for program directors and
educators about students and student issues. Presenta-
tions have dealt with student characteristics, the assess-
ment of students, student involvement in program de-
cision-making, and student/faculty relations, as well as
the recruitment, retention, and termination of stu-
dents. Presentations concerning student issues have
not been as frequent or numerous as those on accredi-
tation, administration, and curriculum issues.

In addition to the conference presentations in the
arcas of accreditation, administration, curriculum, and
students, BPD conferences have included other features.
Regional meetings have been held at each annual BPD
conference since the 1984 conference in Fort Collins to
allow for networking and the discussion of regional is-
sues in BSW education. Membership meetings have
been held since 1988 when the BPD bylaws were
changed to permit membership meetings at the annual
fall meetings as well as the CSWE APMs.® Since the 1988
conference in New Orleans, each conference has in-
cluded an open forum on BPD issues. A National Ac-
tion Group session at the 1989 conference in San Diego
provided a forum for participants to discuss social wel-
fare issues and social action strategies. These sessions
have continued to be offered at subsequent confer-
ences, At the 1992 conference in San Antonio, constitu-
ency meetings for Hispanic and African-American pro-
gram directors were introduced. In addition, each con-
ference has included plenary sessions and other presen-
tations on a variety of issues important to social work
and undergraduate social work education.

The Structure of BPD Conferences

Several features have consistently been a part of
the annual BPD conferences. Executive committee or
board meetings are usually held prior to and immedi-
ately after the annual conference. The conferences be-
gin with open forums and receptions. An orientation
session for new program directors has been conducted
on the first day of the conference as have syllabus ex-

changes. Following these features, general plenary ses-
stons have been held to officially start the conference
and to bring all those attending together, The general
sessions have focused on broad aspects of BSW educa-
tion that hold the interest of all BSW educators and
administrators. All BPD conferences have offered some
recreational activities, such as dancing, tours, boat rides,
or dinners designed to accommeodate al} participants in
order to promote interaction and socialization among
BPD members. This informality has distinguished BPD
conferences from the larger, more structured CSWE
APMs. Other consistencies that have developed in the
conference structure include the regional meetings, the
membership meetings, the published Proceedings, and
interest group mectings.

Several BPD members have commented that the
most valued part of the BPD conferences has been their
focus on the needs of undergraduate social work educa-
tion and the opportunities for networking that the con-
ferences afford. The conferences provide a way for BSW
program directors and other undergraduate educators
to meet, share, and support each other. The confer-
ences have informally created a technical support and
friendship network among participants. The 1983 con-
ference at the convent created a special bond among the
“core group” of participants as they joined together to
fight for equality within CSWE. BPD members have
joined to work toward other goals, revising the CSWE
Curriculum Policy Statement, getting BSWs along with
MSWs licensed in each state, and obtaining NASW cer-
tification for BSWs, Networking has also occurred
among BPD members during and after the conferences
to answer job-related questions or solve job-related
problems concerning BSW issues, Those attending the
early conferences were likely to have known cach par-
ticipant because the conferences were rclatively small,
While this is no longer likely, the conferences still re-
tain an air of comraderic.

Over the past ten years, some structural elements
have changed. Even the social activitics which have
been a consistent feature of the conferences have
changed because of increases in conference attendance,
From fifty-three participants at the 1983 workshop, the
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conference grew to 276 attendees in 1992. The in-
creased numbers have resulted in a perception of less
intimacy and mutual support among conference par-
ticipants. Although there are planned activities de-
signed to allow participants to meet and network with
each other, it is no longer likely for all participants to
meet or to know every other participant at the confer-
ence. This has meant less fellowship within the group
as a whole, To enhance the social element, several
groups have been formally developed within the con-
ference to provide opportunities for fellowship, net-
working, and support. The formal development of
smaller groups, such as the regional meetings, the vari-
ous constituency groups, and the interest group meet-
ings, has helped participants locate others from similar
programs or regions or with similar characteristics.
These and the larger group activities allow for informal
networking.

Another structural change has been the length of
the conference. The 1983 workshop at the convent
lasted for three days. This was extended to a four-day,
Saturday through Tuesday schedule at the Fort Collins
workshop in 1984. This format continued until 1988,
when the New Orleans conference began informalty on
Friday, increasing the length of the conference from
four to five days to accommodate an increased number
of presentations. Conferences since 1988 have kept the
five day format established in 1988. BPD conferences
arc now longer than the CSWE APMs,

Another structural change has been in the way the
conference presentations have been organized. Be-
tween 1983 and 1988, conference presentations were
offered as singie units — one presentation per session.
At the 1989 conference in San Diego, some presenta-
tions were paired in two-paper sessions with a common
theme. Beginning with the 1990 conference in Minne-
apolis, most presentations have been paired. This shift
from single to paired presentations resulted from the in-
creased number of good proposals for presentations as
well as requests from BPD conference participants for
more quality papers and greater variety in presentation
topics, By offering two papers at one session, more va-
riety can be offered without increasing the fength of the

conference or its cost. The introduction of submitted
and refereed papers, single or paired, resulted in a more
scholarly conference. The publication of annual con-
ference Proceedings has enhanced publication oppor-
tunities for presenters.

The annual conference programs have changed.
Typed and processed handouts served as programs for
the first several conferences. Later conference programs
were more professional-looking booklets. The size of
the printed conference programs grew as the number of
presentations increased. These changes in the printed
program symbolize the structural changes occurring in
the conference and in the Association of Baccalaureate
Program Directors itself. The larger, more sophisticated
programs with fancier graphics seem to refiect the in-
creasing size and stature of the annual fall conferences.

Summary

The history of BPD meetings began long before
the first annual fall workshop in 1983. The 1978 cur-
riculum series and the 1979 competency-based educa-
tion workshop were important forerunners to the series
of annual fall conferences which began in 1983, Itis
interesting that the first workshops sponsored by BPD
in 1978 and 1979 emphasized curriculum issues more
than the first two annual workshops in 1983 and 1984
sponsored by CSWE. In a sense, BPD has returned to its
roots in the emphasis which is ptaced on curriculum
The conferences have
grown in size and in complexity since the beginning
and have contributed to the impact of BPD on social
work education, particularly in the areas of accredita-

issues in recent conferences,

tion, administration, curriculum, and student issues.
Perhaps one of the most notable changes in the confer-
ence has been its growth from an informal, rather inti-
mate gathering to a larger, more structured professional
meeting. Yet, BPD conferc:._us are still more informal,
more personal, and more task-oriented than the larger
CSWE APMs. Although there have been many changes
in the conferences, there have also been many consis-
tencies, such as the networking and the learning oppor-
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tunities that have kept the conference growing. The  of participants will increase as more program directors
number of presentations offered in future BPD confer-  and other BSW educators learn about the many benefits
ences may not increase, but it is likely that the number  of the annual BPD conference.,

B.S.W. Education For Practice:
Reality and Fantasy

THE BPD FORUM

ORLANDO FALL 1991

Figure 4: Proceedings, Assoclation of Baccalaureate Soclal Work Program

Directors Annual Meeting, Orlando, Fiorida, Fall, 1001,
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CHAPTER VI

BPD’S GROWING INFLUENCE

The previous chapter discussed the development
of the annual fall BPD conferences; this chapter will
assess the influence of the Association of Baccalaureate
Program Directors on social work education and the
social work profession as a whole since the CSWE finan.-
cial crisis of the mid-1980s. By the early 1990s, BPD
exerted a significant influence on CSWE and, to a lesser
extent, on NASW. AsBPDIecaders liked to pointout, the
association functioned as an equal partner with the two
graduate social work education organizations, the Na-
tional Association of Deans and Directors of Schools of
Social Work (NADD), which represents MSW programs,
and the smaller organization of doctoral programs, the
Group for the Advancement of Doctoral Lducation
(GADE).

In part, BPD's increasing stature resulted from the
growth in size and significance of the annual fall mect-
ings, discussed in the previous chapter. CSWE officers
and staff members attended all of the fall conferences;
thus the growth of BPD was quite visible to the leader-
ship of the Council. From the 1985 conference in In-
dianapolis on, the fall conferences provided BPD with a
significant source of income. Income provided by the
annual conferences permitted BPD to develop a mod-
est publication program. This added to BPDYs visibility
and bencfited the membership. Income from the an-
nual conferences also made it possible to expand other
activitics of the organization without raising the annual
dues, which have remained at $50 per year since BPD
was established in 1975, This was important since the
annual dues were paid from program budgets in most
cases. Many programs had to contend with limited re-
sources during the 1980s.

While the annual fall conferences were important
to BPD's development, they alone do not explain the
growing power of the organization. Nor does the in-

creasing BPD membership, to about half of the CSWE-
accredited undergraduate social work programsin 1985,
in itself explain BPIYs increased influence, although
increasing the mernbership has been a priority of cvery
chairperson and president of BPD since Mary Lllen
Elwell’s Icadership in the late 1970s, Organizational
effectiveness was enhanced by other developments.

Most leaders of BPD had relatively modest goals
for the organization in the mid-1980's. Growth of the
organization was an important goal, but primarily a
means to an end. BPD leaders hoped to achieve an eq-
uitable representation of undergraduate educators on
CSWEL boards, committees, and commissions, and to
achicve more acceptance of the graduates of BSW pro-
grams on the part of the major social work professional
associations, in particular NASW, However, baccalau-
reate program dircctors and other undergraduate edu-
cators were handicapped in their efforts. A majority of
the undergraduate programs were either free-standing
or associated with Departments of Sociology; relatively
few were located within comprehensive Schools of So-
cial Work, schools which offered the MSW and, some-
times, the doctorate as well, In the com prehensive
schools, some program directors perceived an empha-
sis which favored the school’s graduate programs. This
seemed to interfere with cfforts to improve the under-
graduate program. Teaching loads at many programs
were heavy. Thus, there were relatively few opportuni-
ties to do research and to publish, or to reflect on what
baccalaureate social workers did in practice. Since the
BSW was a relatively new degree, few program directors,
if any, had themselves been baccalaureate-level practi-
tioners; thus, they lacked an image of the BSW practi-
tioner. They needed an organization to help define
what that image should be.!






Leadership Information Survey early in 1985. The sur-
vey, an extensive three-page questionnaire developed
by BPD Exccutive Committee member Barbara Shank,
was included in the March 20, 19835, BPD Update and
has been republished periodically.® In 1986, Terry
Hokenstad, the new President of CSWE, who had been
clected with BPD support, asked BPD Chairperson Julia
Norlin for the names of persons to appoint to CSWE
committees and commissions. Norlin asked Shank to
send Hokenstad the names of persons who had com-
pleted the Leadership Information Surveys.?

BPD representation on CSWE committees and
commissions, including the important Commission on
Accreditation, increased while Hokenstad was President
of the Council. By 1987, Hokenstad had appointed
Norlin as one of three CSWE representatives on a joint
CSWE-NASW committee to explore possible collabora-
tive relationships between the two organizations. In ad-
dition, long-time BPD member Ron Federico was made
Chairperson of the CSWE Nominating Committee, in-
coming BPD} Chair Alvin Salice was on the APM Long-
Term Planning Committce, and five members of BPD
had becn appointed to the Commission on Accredita-
tion.*

In part, CSWE leaders sought BPD involvement in
making appointments because they needed BPD's sup-
port. Although CSWE had scemingly weathered the
dues crisis by 1986, the Council was still expericncing
financial difficulties. The BPD Executive Committce
had supported a dues increasc in 1986, anticipating that
accreditation would become the “number one priority”
of the Council and that a functional budget, showing
actual CSWE expenditures by functional areas, would
be developed. However, this did not happen, and when
the Council proposed an additional increase in ducs
and fees early in 1987 to cope with a projected budget
deficit of $140,000, BPD batked. Making common
causc with NADD, the BPI> Executive Committee re-
jected the proposed increases. “let us find other ways
to live within the financial limitations of the current
fiscal conditions,” wrote BPD Chair Julia Norlin, “our
programs do.” Hokenstad decided to opposce the fee in-
creases, although they were favored by CSWE Executive

Director Eunice Shatz, who argued that the Council had
been “cut to the core” as a result of financial crises.!

The fee increases proposed in 1987 were not ap-
proved; in 1988, the CSWE Board of Directors asked the
1988 House of Delegates to support a 5 per cent dues
increase, with no increases in accreditation fees.*? BPD
President Alvin Sallee, Kay Hoffman, and Ronald
Federico formulated a plan for restructuring CSWE
which was presented in the May, 1988 BPD Update
and which was discussed at the 1988 Annual BPD Con-
ference in New Orleans. The restructuring plan was
reminiscent of the demands of BPD and the deans asso-
ciation during the CSWE financial crisis. The plan pro-
poscd a streamlined organization, with a fourteen-
member Board of Directors composed of four officers
and ten representatives of educational programs, five
from undergraduate programs and fjve from graduate
programs. The plan identified accreditation and lobhy-
ing as the chicf CSWE functions. Reflecting in part
widespread dissatisfaction with the East Coast location
of the headquarters of many national organizations and
in part specific dissatisfaction with the most visible re-
minder of Arthur Katz’s leadership of the Council, the
plan would have placed CSWE headquarters “in a more
convenicnt and less expensive city than Washington,
D. CINIJ

While the Strategic Plan and By-Law revisions
cventually recommended by the CSWE Board of Direc-
tors to the 1989 House of Delegates in Chicago did not
go as far as the Satlee-Hoffman-TFederico Restructuring
Plan, the Strategic Plan did assert accreditation as the
primary function of the Council. The By-Law tevisions
established a simplified governance structure for the
Council. The House of Delegates was to be abolished
in favor of a weighted mail ballot which would give
educational programs a majority vote, Baccalaurcate
program directors and graduate dcans and directors
would have equal weight in the voting, as would gradu-
ate and undergraduate faculty members.

The Strategic Plan and By-Law revisions, which
were submitted to the 1989 House of Delegates, repre-
sented a compromise. On balance, howcever, the plan
reflected “as much as possible, the responses that were
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proposed by BSW program directors and faculty,” con-
cluded a group of BPD leaders who were also members
of the CSWE board. Specifically, accreditation was “re-
affirmed as the primary function of the Council,” insti-
tutional representatives had significant strength in the
new governance structure, resource limitations were
respected, and “balance,” or equity between under-
graduate and graduate programs was maintained
throughout “all membership categories and voting
weights."*

At the House of Delegates meeting in Chicago, the
Strategic Plan was adopted with only minor changes.
Chief among these was the addition of five ethnic and
racial minority representatives to the CSWE Board of
Directors. This was intended to partially compensate
for the reduction in the influence of constituency
groups which resulted from giving educational pro-
grams control of the Council’s decision-making process.
However, many BPD leaders opposed this amendment
to the Strategic Plan, since the cost of expanding the size
of the board necessitated a reduction in the number of
board mectings from four per year to three per year.
Reducing the number of board meetings, they feared,
would give too much power to the CSWE staff,

In adopting the Strategic Plan, the House of Del-
cgates voted itself out of existence. An annual general
membership meeting at the APM, without policy-mak-
ing powers, would serve as an open forum for mem-
bers. Major policy issues would be decided through a
weighted matl ballot.’® With the elimination of the
House of Delegates, the baccalaureate program directors
constituency group meetings were replaced by BPD
membership meetings, which have continued at the
APMs held since 1989.

Former BPD Chairperson Julia Norlin became
President-Elect of CSWE in 1988. She took office in
1989, Kay Hoffrnan, who was in the middie of her 989-
91 term as President of BPD, became Chairperson of the
CSWT, Commission on Accreditation in 1990, succeed-
ing Scott Briar. With baccalaureate program directors
taking on major offices in the Council and with much
greater undergraduate representation on the Board of
Dircctors and on other CSWE commissions and com-

mittees, BPD scemed to have achieved its major goals
with respect to gaining influence within the Council.

Relations with Other Constituency
Groups

BPIY's relationship with the graduate deans and di-
rectors organization, NADD, also seemed to have im-
proved by the late 1980s. During the CSWE dues crisis,
the graduate deans and directors organization estab-
lished a good working relationship with BPD. In spite
of mutual suspicion and a history of mutual antago-
nism, the two groups found that they shared mutual
interests and could work together, At the 1985 APM
and in the subsequent deliberations of the “3 X 3 X 37
Committee, representatives of the graduate deans and
directors were impressed by the energy and hard work
of the BPD representatives.!* When the CSWE Execu-
tive Committee proposed increasing dues and fees in
1987, NADD approached the BPD Executive Commit-
teein an effort to present a united front to the Councit,
At the 1987 APM in St. Louis, the BPD Executive Com-
mittee met with the NADD Board on March 6 to de-
velop resolutions on the proposed increases to submit
to constituency groups and the House of Delegates. On
March 10, the Baccalaureate Program Directors Con-
stituency Group approved four resolutions which were
submitted jointly by the NADD Board and the BPD Ex-
ecutive Committee. The resolutions, which were sent
to the House of Delegates meeting, opposed the dues
and fee increases and called for a reorganization of the
Coundil to simplify the governance structure and to
make accreditation the central focus of CSWE.Y

When NADD established a Task Force on the Fu-
ture of Social Work Education in 1988, representatives
of NASW, CSWE, the National Institute of Mental
Health (NIMH), and BPD were invited to serve, BPD
President Alvin Sallee represented the undergraduate
program directors; NASW Executive Director Mark
Battle and CSWE President Terry Hokenstad repre-
sented their organizations on the Task Force.'®

BPD leaders were overlooked when the Group for
the Advancement of Doctoral Education in Social Work
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organized a meetingin the late 1980s. When BPD Presi-
dent Alvin Sallee complained, he was able to secure in-
vitations and a apology from the organization.’® Fur-
ther confirmation of BPIY's status came when the orga-
nization was invited, along with NASW, CSWE, and
NADD, to prepare a grant to provide training to social
work edutators on substance abuse prevention.?® BPD
also participated along with thesc organizations and
GADE in the Implementation Committee organized to
carry out the recommendations of an NIMH-funded
Task Force on Social Work Rescarch.?!

By the early 1990s, BPD was participating as an
equal partner with NADD and GADE in social work edu-
Cation activities. The organization had come a long
way in the decade since its formation in 1975. How-
ever, influencing the practice community was also one
of BPD’s long-term goals. Working with NASW, the
largest professional social work membership organiza-
tion, seemed to be the key. By the early 1990s, BPD had
made progress on this front as well.

Impact on Social Work Practice
Organizations

In 1969, NASW decided to admit graduates of
CSWE-approved baccalaureate programs to full mem-
bership. This decision, together with other events of the
1960s and carly 1970s, pushed the Council to deveiop
an approval process for undergraduate programs and, in
1974, to begin to accredit them. Despite NASW'’s im-
portant role in the rencwed growth of undergraduate
social work education in the 1970s, relations between
undergraduate education and NASW were strained dur-
ing the 1980s. Relatively few BSWs joined NASW; fre-
quently those who did cited less than welcoming atti-
tudes on the part of their MSW colleagues. Under-
graduate educators were critical of the chifly reception
afforded their alumni.

Although NASW had reserved a place on its Board
of Directors for a BSW practitioner in 1975, few BSWs
joined the organization and many undergraduate edu-
cators werc suspicious of the major professionat associa-
tion. “NASW has always questioned the role and func-

tions of BSWs,” observed BPD executive committee
member Norman Flax in 1987, NASW “is [becoming]
more and more elitist and is busy representing clinical
social workers to the exclusion of the BSW worker.”2

In 1984, NASW and CSWE established a Labor
Force Task Force to plan a national conference on La-
bor Force Needs in the Human Services. Funded by
NIMH, the conference would collect all social work pro-
gram alumni lists, establish a data base of professionally
educated social workers, and develop better social work
labor force data. No BPD representative was involved
in planning for the conference and associated studies;
CSWE was represented by staffer Margaret Gibelman
and by Joscph Vigilante. When BPD chair Steve Aigner
contacted CSWE director Arthur Katz and NASW direc-
tor Mark Battle to elicit BPD representation, he was re-
buffed. “You can rest assured” that the conference
would consider BSWs, wrote NASW staff member Myles
Johnson. “None of the task force members ‘represent’
any particular professional level and there is a clear un-
derstanding that the labor force is all social workers, "2
Katz wrote that the project was mostly a staff undertak-
ing; only two volunteers were involved, Joseph Vigi-
lante, who represented CSWE, and Sheldon Siegel, who
represented NASW. Both were experts on manpower
questions. Although Katz promised to try to add an-
other CSWE representative (presumably to accommo-
date BPD), he suggested that Aigner contact NASW di-
rectly.»

While the CSWE financial crisis intervened, and
the BPD records show little additional information
about the labor force conference, Aigner's attem pts to
get BPD included as an equal partner with CSWT. and
NASW in planning for the labor force project were not
successful, This was typical of the treatment received by
BPD leaders prior to the CSWE financial crisis. Rela-
tions with NASW, like those with the Councll, were to
improve in the late 19805 when NASW found, like
CSWE, that it needed BPD's help in achieving 2 major
organizational goal.

The lack of participation by BSWs in NASW con-
cerned leaders of the organization. BSWs represented a
major potential constituency of the organization, one
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was repeated in 1992.3¢

Certification of BSWs, achicved by 1992, was im-
portant for NASW as a means of increasing membership
and therefore the resources and influence of the orga-
nization, State social work licensing laws, passed in
many states as a result of intense lobbying by NASW
chapters and other social work organizations, often pro-
vided licensing at the baccalaurcate level, although
some state laws provided ways for non-BSWs to be li-
censed. Ironically, NASW’s success in the licensing
arena may have reduced the organization’s appeal to
BSWs, since, with baccalaurecate level social workers eli-
gible to apply for licenses, a BSW could acquire a license,
a visible symbol of professional identity, without join-
ing the professional association. Since few or no state
licensing laws provided for certification above the be-
ginning level for baccalaurcate practitioners, the new
certification, known as the Academy of Certified Bacca-
laureate Social Workers (ACBSW), which required two
years oOf practice experience, scemed a reasonably attrac-
tive credential, one which would distinguish experi-
enced practitioners from beginners, as the ACSW did for
MSWs.  To encourage ACBSW
credentiating fees were made lower for NASW members

membership,

than for non-members.¥’

For BPD, support of the task analysis and partici-
pation in the certification program had multiple ben-
efits. The task analysis provided baccalaurcate educa-
tors with substantial empirical research on baccalaure-
ate-tevel social work practice. Knowing what BSWs do
in practice has significant implications for undergradu-
ate social work education. Since one of the complaints
of BPI> has been neglect of baccalaureate practice by
rescarchers, the Teare proposal for a task analysis was a
welcome one. The sessions at the fall conferences at
which Teare and his associates reported their findings
attracted much interest and were well-attended,

Participation in NASW's certification program has
had additional benefits for BPD. Influencing NASW has
long been an objective of the organization, However,
relations were often strained and the certification pro-
gram provided a way to improve them. The credential
should enhance the perception of BSW professionalism

and increase recognition for undergraduate social work
education, Further, participation in certification activi-
ties may lead to other opportunities for BPD to influ-
ence NASW,

Reilations with other organizations had become so
extensive by 1991 that BPD President Kay Hoffman ap-
pointed five board members official BPD laisons to
practice organizations. Jan Thomaswas made liaison to
the American Public Welfare Association, Mildred
Joyner to the American Association of State Social Work
Boards of [xaminers, Joe Schriver to the Department of
Veterans Affairs, and Alvin Sallee to NASW (for both
certification strategic  planning).
Hoffman herself served as liaison to the Child Welfare
League of America (CWLA), Larly in 1992, BPD partici-
pated in a CSWL/CWLA Institute on school/agency
partnerships in child welfare practice, reflecting increas-
ing concern among educators and practitioners about
staffing for the nation’s child welfare system.®

activities and

Summary

By 1992, undergraduate social work education was
“in a strong, vibrant position” in the view of BPD Presi-
dent Grafton Hull. As a result of BPD's strategy during
the financial crisis, and its continuing efforts to influ-
ence the Council, “CSWE [had] seen the light.,” Over
half of the four hundred directors of accredited under-
graduate social work programs were members of BPD,
The organization was planning its tenth annual confer-
ence and had assets of $59,000. Undergraduate educa-
tion had new stature and recognition in the social work
education community. A projected handbook for pro-
gram directors would serve as a resource for experi-
enced, as well as new program directors.® As a result of
good leadership, growing numbers, and the needs of
other organizations, BPD's prospects looked bright.
Certainly, the years since the CSWE financial crisis had
been good ones. The organization could take credit for
the Council’s survival, and many of the goals of the
carly 1980s had been achieved.

Many in the organization now began to look out-
ward once again. Never absent from the concerns of
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BPD leaders, the problems of the public social services
seemed increasingly pressing. One might predict that
addressing these problems will be increasingly signifi-
cant for the organization and for all of social work edu-
cation during the next decade.
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CONCLUSION:

SHAPING OUR FUTURE

Throughout its history BPD has served three func-
tions. The organization has advocated for baccalaure-
ate social work education, as exemplified by the efforts
of many leaders to achieve equitable representation for
undergraduate education in CSWE and other forums.
BPD has provided services to its constituency, under-
graduate programs and program administrators,
through the annual conferences and the projected
handbook for program directors. Most importantly, the
BPD leadership has consistently demonstrated concern
for all of social work education, for the social work pro-
fession, and for social welfare. From the efforts to
lobby Washington in the 1970s, to the efforts to save
the Council in the 1980s and the renewed concern for
the public social services in the early 1990s, the
organization’s leadership has, at its best, demonstrated
a capacity to look beyond immediate self-interest and
to act for the greater good.

The concern of much of the BPD leadership with
the problems of child welfare and the problems of the
public social services in the early 1990s was reminiscent
of the efforts of the leaders of BPD in the 1970s to avoid
narrow concerns with the interests of baccalaureate
education alone. BPD would be an organization which
was responsive to problems in the social services in gen-
eral. BPD has the potential to be the most geographi-
cally representative social work education organization,
since accredited undergraduate social work programs
are found in every state. The BPD National Action
Group represents an effort to harness the geographic
diversity of baccalaureate education by creatinga social

action network which will link with NASW and other
lobbying efforts.!

As important as the organization’s external efforts
are the participants’ perceptions of the organization’s
internal atmosphere. Participants experience BPD as an
open organization where they feel accepted and val-
ued. One of the functions of the organization has been
to serve as a means for members to achieve leadership
positions both within BPD and in other social work
education and practitioner organizations. The demo-
cratic and supportive spirit of BPD has been essential to
achieving this goal. As Kay Hoffman put at the end of
her term as President in 1991,

BPD work connects us because we share a cori-
mon vision, and, somehow, BPD activities are
more like “real social work” — the kind of so-
cial work most of us fantasized about when we
were choosing our careers.?

This kind of mutual support — and sense of par-
ticipating in “real social work” — is a key to the success
of BPD. The growth in attendance at the fall confer-
ences, in membership, and in influence, presents the or-
ganization with a significarit challenge: maintaining
the organization’s commitment to mutual support,
openness, and democratic values while continuing to
grow and influence social work education and practice.
If BPD can affirm its past during a period of growth, it
will shape a bright future for the profession and the so-
ciety it serves.

NOTES

1. “Report from the National Action Group,” BPD
Update, November 1989, 10; “Association of Bac-
calaureate Program Directors Membership Meet-
ing Minutes, September 30, 1991, Orlando,
Florida,” BPD Update, November 1991, 14.

2. KayHoffman, “President’s Report,” BPD Update,
May 1991, 1,
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Section 2
Officers

The officers shall be a chalrperson, vice-chalrperson, and a secretary-
treasurer.

A. Duties of Officers

(1) The chairperson shall convene and preside at meetings of the
BPD and the Executive Committee; propose the agenda for meetings;
act as official head of the BPD in the direction of its business
and in the enforcement of the BY-LAWS; sign and execute in the
name of the BPD zll necessary correspondence and approved position
statements; represent the BPD with other organizations; carry
out the decisions of the BPD; and exercise leadership and
Initiative in achleving the purposes of the BPD.

(2) The vice-chairperson shall serve as program chalrperson for
the next annual meeting of BFD.

(3) 1In the absence or inability of the chairperson to act, the
vice-chairperson shall perform all the dutles of the chairperson.

(4) The secretary-treasurer shall have such duties relating to the
procedures, minutes and records of the BPD, as well as such
duties relating to the funds of the BPD as may be specified by
the Executive Committee,

(5) The secretary-treasurer shall render an annual financial report
to the Executive Committee which shall be transmitted to the
menbers of the BPD.

(6) The BPD shall prescribe such additional duties for these
officers as 1t may deem advisable.

B. Election of Officers

(1) The officers shall be elected by mail ballot of BPD menbers for
a term of one year and shall serve until their successors are
elected. Terms of office coincide with the operating and fis-
cal year, July 1 through June 20.4

(2) A vacancy for the unexpired term occurring between regular
elections shall be filled by the Executive Committee from among
its own members and will serve until the next regular election!

Section 3
Executive Committee

A. The Executive Committee shall consist of the officers and six addi-
tional members-at-large, elected for two year terms by the BPD in
the same way as the officers, three each year.3 In so far as possible,
nominations for the Exeuutive Committee shall reflect the several
types of accredited baccalaureate programs.4






ARTICLE V
Financing

Section 1
The fiscal year of the BPD shall be from July 1 through June 30.
Section 2

A. The costs of operating the BPD shall be met by annual dues and such
other means as the BPD may approve.

B, Dues for each member shall be $50 per annum beginning July 1, 1975.
Dues for assoclate members shall be $25 per annum, and for affiliate
members $10 per annum, 2

ARTICLE VI
Meetings

Section 1
Time and Summons
A. The annual meeting of the BPD shall be held after 30 days notice,
at 2 convenient time between January and May.6 Other meetings may
be held &5 necessary with 30 days notice going to all members.
Other meetings may be called by the chairperson, or by 25% of the
membership.
B. Members unable to attend may dasipgnate a colleague to attend in
their stead with voting rights. Such designation should be presented
in writing to the chairperson.
C. The Ixzcutive Comwittee shall meet at the call of the chairperson.
“ection 2
Quorurs
Tyenty-five percent of BPD members shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business. Executive Committee quorum shall be a majority
of its members.
Section 3
Voting
A. All voting in the BPD shall ke by individuals.
B. The rules contained in the latest edition of Robert's Rules of Orders.

shall govern all meetings of the BPD to which they are applicable,
subject to the provision of these by-laus.




ARTICLE VII
Amendments

Proposals to amend or repeal these BY-LAWS may be initiated by
any member by mail or at meetings of the BFD. The Executive
Committee shall receive and review all proposals and determine
whether to submit them to the BPD for action and shall be
responsible for wording the proposed amendment. The Executive
Committee, through the chairperson, shall notify the proposer of
its determination. If its determination is not acceptable to
the proposer, the amendment shall be submitted to the BPD on
petition in writing of five (5) members of the BPD.

The secretary-treasurer shall give written notice of any proposed
amendment or repeal not less than sixty (60) days prior to the date
of meeting at which the proposal is to be discussed.

An affirmative vote by two-thirds of the membership responding to a
mall ballot shall be required to amend or repeal these BY-LAWS.,

These by-laws were approved at the Association business meeting held in
Chicago, Illinois, March, 1975.
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I0WA Cont.

Univ. of lowa

School of Social Work
Iowa City, Iowa 52242
Tom Walz

319: 353-5255

Uniy. of Northern lowa
Dept. of Soc. and Anthr.
22rd and CoTllege

Cedar Falls, Iowa 50613
Ruth B. Anderson

319: 273-2516

KANSAS

Hichita State Univ.
Dept. of Sociology

Box 25

Wichita, Kansas 67208
Dr. Elwin Barnett

316: 689-3280

KENTUCKY

Ashbury College
Social Sciences Dept.
¥ilmore, KY 40390
Dr. J.A. Thacker

Spalding College

Dept. of Sociology & Social WHork
851 S. Fourth St.

Louisville, KY 40203

Mary Titz1/Tom Neudecker

502: 585-9380

Union College

Dept. of Behavioral Sciences
Division of Social Work
Barbourville, KY 40906

L. James Cox

606: 546-4151 Ext. 194

Univ. of Kentucky

CoTlege of Social Porfessions
623 Patterson Office Tower
Room 615

Lexington, KY 40506

Ronda S. Connaway

606: 258-4664

L QUISTANA

Mortheast Louisiana Univ.

Dept. of Sociology & Social Services
Monroe, LA 71201

Eris J. Ginn

318: 372-4059

Southern Univ. and A & M Colleae
Socioloay Dent.

Box 9727

Baton Rouge, LA 70813

Demetria McJulien

504: 771-5450 or 5451

Southern Univ. in Mew Orleans
Dept. of Social Helfare

6400 Press Drive

Mew Orleans, LA 70126
Millie M. Charles

504: 282-4401

MAINE

Univ. of Maine at Portland-forham
Dept. of Social Yelfare

96 Falmouth Street

Portland, Maine 04103

John 1. Romanyshyn  207:773-2981

MARY LAND

Morgan St. Colleqe

Dept. of Socioloay

Cold Spring Lane and Hillen Road
Baltimore, M0 21238

La Moyne M. Mathews

3071: 323-2270 or 2462

Univ. of Maryland

School of Social Work & Community Planning

5401 WiTlkens Avenue
Baltimore, 1D 21228
Ruth H. Young

301: 455-2145 (collaborative program with

Coppin St. College)
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NEW JERSEY

Fairleigh Dickinson Univ.
Center for Social Work
830-4 River Rd.

Teaneck, iN.J. 07666

201: 836-6300 Ext. 455

Kean College of New Jersey

Dept. of Sociology & Social Welfare
Morris Avenue

Union, N.J. 07083

George D. Metrey

201: 527-2091

Trenton State College
Dept. of Psychology
Pennington Road
Trenton, H.J. 08625
Eloise 0. Williams
609: 771-2146 or 2147

NEW MEXICO

College of Santa Fe

Social Science Dept.

St. Michael's Drive

Santa Fe, Hlew Mexico 87501
Louise Child Spence

505: 982-6384

New Mexico Highlands Univ.
Dept. of Social Work

Las Vegas, N.HM.

Corinne H, Wolfe

NEW YORK

Adelphi University

School of Social Work
Undergrad. Soc. Welfare Program
Garden City, N.Y. 11530

Sophie Yojciechowski

516: 294-8700

N.Y. State College of Human Ecology
at Cornell Univ.

Dept. of Community Service

Ithaca, H.Y, 14850

Jeanne lMueller

607: 256-4484

N.Y. University

School of Social Work

3 Washington Square ilorth
N.Y., N.Y. 10003

Aaron Schmais

212: 598-2614

HEW YORK Cont.
Syracuse University
School of Social Work
Undergrad. Division
926 S. Crouse Avenue
Syracuse, MN.Y. 13270
Gerald Gross

315: 476-5541

St..Univ.. at Brockport
Faculty of Human Resources
Dept. of Social Work
Brockport, N.Y. 14420
Thomas Scullion

716: 395-2647

NORTH CAROLINMNA

East Carolina University

Dept. of Socail Work and Correctional
Services

P.0. Box 3248

Greenville, N.C.

John Ball

919: 758-6961

27834

Meredith College

Dept. of Sociology
Raleigh, N.C. 27611

Helen Turlington, Director
919: 833-54G1 Ext. 264

N.C. A&T State University

Dept. of Sociology & Social Service
312 N, Dudley St.
Greensboro, N.C.
Will Scott

919: 379-7894

27411

N.C. State University at Raleigh
Box 5535

Raleigh, N.C. 27607

Ms. Idonna Russell

University of North Carolina
Dept. of Sociology and Anthro.
Greensboro, N.C. 27512
Ronald Federico

919: 379-5147
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HORTH DAKOTA

University of North Dakota
Dept. of Social Work

Grand Forks, N.D. 58201
Ernest J. Norman

701: 777-2669

OKLAHOMA

University of Oklahoma
School of Social York
1005 Jenkins

Norman, Okla. 73069
F. J. Pierce

405: 325-2822

OREGON

University of Qregon
119 Hendricho Highway
CSPA

Fugene, Oregon 92403
Marjorie Wright

PEHMSYLVANIA

Cedar Crest College
Sociology Dept.

30th and Walnut St.
Allentown, Pa. 18104
Lecie Machell

215: 437-4471

Coilege Misericordia
Sociology Dept.

Laek Street

Dallas, Pa. 18612
Patricia J. Lewis
717-675-2181

Elizabethtown College

Dept. of Sociology & Anthro.
E1izabethtown, Pa. 17022
Sharon Hall

Gannon College

Dept. of Sociology & Social York
Perry Square

Erie, Pa. 16501

Patrick J. Wardell

814: 456-9523 Ext. 336

King's College

Sociology & Anthro. Dept.
Wilkes Barre, Pa. 18711
Richard P. Adams

Mercyhurst College
501 E. 38th St.
Erie Pa. 16501
Prof, Paul ilewcombe

Penn. State University
Dept. of Sociology

215 Liberal Arts Bldg.
University Park, Pa. 16802
Margaret B. Matson

874: 865-3331

Phijadelphia College of Bible

Dept. of Social Work
1800 Arch Street
Philadelphia, Pa. 19103
Rev. Charies Y. Furness
215: 564-4820 Ext. 234

Mest Chester State Coliege
Dept. of Sociology & Anthro.
Social Heifare Center

llest Chester, Pa. 19380
Robert Constable

125: 436-2664

Yilla Maria College

Dept. of Sociology & Social Hork
2551 llest Lake Road

Erie, Pa. 16505

Sr. Jennifer

814: 838-1966

PUERTO RICO

Tnter-American University
Undergrad. Social Welfare Program
#463 Calder St.

Urban Roosevelt

Hato, Rey, Puerto Rico

SOUTH CARCLINA

Winthrop College

Dept. of Sociology
Rock Hi11, S.C. 29730
Martin Hope

803: 323-2181

SOUTH DAKOTA

Sioux Falls College

Dept. of Sociology & Social Hork
Sioux Falls, S.D. 57101

Robert D. Hlabbs

605: 336-2850 Ext. 157

University of South Dakota
Social York Program

Dept. of Sociology
Vermillion, S.D. 57069

Louise C. Johnson, Program Director
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TE{MESSEE UTAH Cont.

East Tenn. State University Utah State Univ.

Dept. of Social Services Dept. of Sociology and Social Work
Hest Walnut St. Logan, Utah 84321

Johnson City, Tenn. 47601 Nile D. Merservy

Louis E. Helson 801: 752-4100

615: 929-4372
Weber State College

Memphis State University Dept. of Sociology & Anthro.
Division of Social Welfare 3750 Harrison Blvd,
Clement Hall, Rocm 231 Ogden, Utah 84403
Memphis, Tenn. 38152 Raymond H. Clark
Paul L. Schwartz 801: 399-5941 Ext. 101
901: 321-1615 or 1616
VERMONT
Tenn. State University Trinity College
Dept. of Sociology Dept. of Human Services
Centennial Blvd. Burlington, VT, 0540]
Nashville, Tenn. 37203 Mr. William Bird
Annie B. Martin
615: 329-9500 Ext. 309 VIRGINIA
Clinch Yalley College
TEXAS Social Work Program
Morth Texas State Univ. Wise, Va. 24293
Dept. of Sociology and Anthro. Carl Gusler
Denton, Texas 76203
Fannie Belle Gaupp Norfolk State Coliege
817: 788-2188 Dept. of Social lork
2401 Corprew Avenue
Southwest Texas State Univ. Morfolk, Va. 23504
Institute of Social Work Ethelyn R. Strong
San Marcos, Texas 78666 804: 627-4371
E. Ardelia Brennen
512~245-2334 Va. Commonwealth Univ.
School of Community Services
Texas Homen's Univ. Dept. of Social Welfare
Dept. of Sociology & Social Work 901 Hest Franklin St.
Denton, Texas 76204 Richmond, Va. 23320
Reba 1. Bucklew Norman E. Eggleston
817: 382-6222 804: 770-7220
UTAH Va. Union University
Univ, of Utah Social lork Program
Graduate School of Social Work Box 500
Salt Lake City, Utah 84112 1500 N. Lombardy St.
Kay Dea Richmond, Va. 23220

801: 581-6191 or 8905 Dr. MNorma M. Goode, Coordinator
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YEST VIRGIHNIA

Concord College

Division of Social Sciences
Athens, WY 24712

Dan Fowler

304: 384-3115 Ext 221

Fairmont State College
Fiarmont, WV
Charlotte Friend

tlest Virginia Univ.

School of Social Work

710 Forestry Tower Addition
Morgantown, WV 26505

Betty L. Baer

304: 293-3501

HISCONSIN
Mount HMary College
Dept. of Sociology

2900 N. Menomonee River Pkwy.

Milwaukee, Wis. 53222
Mary Ann Suppes
414: 258-4810

Univ. of Wisconsin-Madison
College of Letters & Science
425 Henry Mall

iladison, Wis. 53706

Irving Piliavin

608: 263-3764

Univ. of Wisconsin-Mi Iwaukee
School of Social Welfare
Enderis Hall

2400 E. Hartford Ave.
Milwaukee, Mis. 53211
Robert P. Scheurell

414: 963-4773

Univ. of Wisconsin-0shkosh
Dept. of Sociology & Anthro.
800 Algoma Blvd.

Oshkosh, Wis. 54901

Eliot Shimer

414 424-2041

4/18/75

WY OMING

Univ. of Wyoming

College of Arts & Sciences
Social Work Program

P.0. Box 3632

221 Wyo Hall

Laramie, Hyoming 82071
John Hanks

307: 766-6115 or 5132

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The Catholic University of America

Mational Cahtolic School of Social
Service

Hashingten, D.C. 20017

Eleanor {1. Hannon

202: 635-5478

*hxkkx - Additions

ALABAMA

Talladega College
Dept. of Sociology
Talladega, Ala. 35160
Carrie Allen 'lcCray
205: 362-8541

University of Montevallo
Social York Department
Jeter Bldg.

Montevallo, Ala. 35115
Virginia R. Jones

205: 665-2521

NORTH CAROLINA

Livingstone College

Dept. of Sociology & Anthro.
Salisbury, N.C. 28144
William L. Pollard

704: 633-7960 Ext. 40
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BPD Chairs/Presidents

1975- 1976 ........ Trueheart Titzl
1976- 1977 ........ Trueheart Titzl
1977-1978 ........ Kay Dea
1978-1979 ........ Mary Ellen Elwell
1979-1980........ Mary Ellen Elwell
1980- 1981 ........ Mary Ellen Elwell
1981- 1982 ........ Ann McLean
1982- 1983 ........ Ann McLean
1983-1984 ........ Steve Aigner
1984 - 1985 ........ Steve Aigner
1985- 1986 ........ Julia Norlin

1986 - 1987 ........ Julia Norlin
1987- 1988 ........ Alvin Sallee
1988- 1989 ........ Alvin Sallee
1989-1990........ Kay Hoffman
1990- 1991 ........ Kay Hoffman
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